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CONFIDENTIAL. 


Further Correspondence respecting the Suez Canal, 


Tn continuation of Confidential Paper No. 8158 


No.1 
Treasury to Foreign Office. —(Received January 


Sir, Treasury Chambers, January 4, 190 

WITH referon communication from your Department of the 21st ultimo, 
T am ¢ Commissioners of iis Majesty's ‘Treasury to transmit 
herewit in the Suex Canal Company, belonging to His Majesty's 
Government re dew ayment on the 16th ultimo, and to request that 
you will tary of § ¢ Foreign Affaire to « the shares to be 
transmit i , with directions to present them and remit the prococds 
to the Bar His Majesty's Exchequer u ements approved 
by the Tre " 





Foreign Office to British Suez Canal Directors 


(No.1 

Gentlemen reign Office, January 6, 1905. 
WITH referer 1 despa mercial, of the 16th ultimo, T am 
directed by the M of Lan transmit herowith the 875 shares in the 
Suez Canal Company, belongin 3 Government, which were drawn for 
Tepaymont on imo, and Tam to request that you will present them to the 
Company a f capital, and transmit the proceeds to the Bank of England 
for His Saje ty equer under the arrangements approved by the Treasury Minute 

1804 
Iam, &¢, 
FP. A. CAMPBELL. 


Paris, January 3, 1905. 
THB Budget of the Suex Canal C mpany for the year 1905 was examined and 
passed by the Finance Committee on the 5th, and approved by the Council on the 
6th December, 1904 


* Copy to Treasury and Board of Trade, January 12, 1908, 





We have now the honour to submit, for your Lordship’s information, our Report 
on the estimated expenditure for the year beginning on the Ist J; 

‘The total expenses of the ordinary Budget are estimated at 915 fr, bei 
a decrease of 365,464 fr. 55 ¢,, 3 compared with the final estin 
81,125 fr. as compared with the original estimate for that 

We have the honour to inclose ¢ the Estimates for 
both the years 1904 nx etal sections of the 
works and expenditure, 

‘the only remark ‘of a general nature that we have to make is to remind your 
Lordship that, patch No. 1, Commercial, of the 8rd January, 1904, we 
attention to the anticipated deores charge for the service of the domain ai 

muninly owing to the completion of thy of the Absissieh 

« Canal, There is an in ase of 67,900 fr, on the estimate of 725,900 fr. 

s year, which shows, however, a favourable comparison with the sum of 
1,037,466 fr. do , voted in 100% 

1, Central Administration.—The cost of the Central Aiministration—namely, 
salaries and charges of the Paris offico—shows an estimated decrease of 184,425 fr. o 

expenditure of 1,070,815 fr. 

ncy in Kgypte'the higher rato of grants (secours) which the Council Tins 
sanctioned for the employés of the Company in Egypt is again the cause of an increa 
in the charge for the ostablishment in Egypt, which also includes the Treasuries, leycal 
and stnilary expenses, ‘The increase amounts to 27,400 fr, This service includ 
charges for t Hospital of St. Vincent de Paul at Ismailia, which will be le 
100 fr. this year, making a not increas under this head of 27,300 fr. in all. 

Cortain’ concosaions upon which the Council has decided with regard to the terms 
on which tho superior servants of the Company may bo admitted to the hospital will 
cause in the future x incr wler the respective sections on agcount of medical 
expenses. ‘Tho preciso effect of this alteration in the scale of payment for hospital 
treatment will not appear until the end of this year. 

‘Wo may bo allowed (o mention that this modification of the conditions of 
admission to the hospital wax very fully oxplained at a meeting of the Finance Com- 
mittee nt which we were present, and Was unanimously approved by the Council. 

Transit and Navigition.—The estimate for Transit and Navigation for 1005 is 
2,020,800 fr. showing sn inerense of 13,000 fr. Former Reports on this branch of 
expeniliture hive ostablished the causes which lead to its rise or fall, but wo are.able 
to rvport that this year’s increase is little more than half that of tho preceding year. 

4. Maintenance.—Tho estimate for thix section is 5,678,500 fr., being about one- 
half of the total expenditure on the maintenance and adini of the Canal, Tt 
shows a not increase of 2,500 fr, The coat of the 1" and of the 
“atoliers géndraux" are to be increased by 75,000 fr. and 20,000 fr. respectively, but 
a prospective decrease of 92,600 fr. in the charge for upkeep vory nearly counter- 
halancos the two former itoms, leaving, as we have shown, & net increase of 2,500 fr 

‘The Exploltations accossoires” have ceased to appear as a separate item of the 
ordinary Budget. 

5. Domain and Waterworke—Tho estimates for {this service, as stated above, 
provide for an expenditure of 725,900 fr., showing an increase of 67,900 fr. as 
compared with the original estimate for 1904, . 

‘The not prospective decrease under these five hoads, which comprise the whole 
expenses of upkeep and administration, is 72,826 fr. on a total expenditure of 
11,158,015 fr. 

B. “Charges Sociales.” —The xpenses bear a very favourable comparison with 

iginal estimates for 1004, showing a decrease of 7,200 fr, They amount in all 

100,400 fr. 

7. “ Domaine Commun," 
210,500 fr., being 45,000 fr. higher than last ix nothing in these figures 
to oall:for any special-remark, as they are linble to considerable fluctuation from ye 
to year, the estimate for 1905 showing a sum loss by some 90,000 fr. than that 
1908. 

‘The total of the ordinary Budget for the ye 
81,125 fr. as compared with the original, and 

estimate of 1904. 

fatraordinary Budget—The increasing draught and tonnage of the vessels passing 
through the Canal necessitate an increase under this head, which concerns the 
ameliorations of the Canal. A demand is made for a credit of 4,630,500 fr., being an 


In this section, however, the estimate is inereased to 


a decrenso of 
368,464 fr, 55:0. a5 compared with the 


3 


increase of 1,906,400 fr. over last year’s estimate. These charges are destined to 
provide for the widening and deepening of the Canal by embankment works and 
dredging, and are fully justifi ceipts for transit. ‘The total 
earnings for transit in 1004 am being an increase as compared 

with the previous year of 1: . 
We have already had the honour to report, ia our despatch No, 39, Commercial, of 
Ind November, 1904, the decision of the Council to pay an increased interim 
lend of 4 De. at the beginning of January, and this warrants the expecta- 
that, after the final dividend for the year is doclared in June, a further reductiou 
) centimes in the tariff of 8 fr. 50 c. per ton will, in accordance with the modifie “dl 
conditions of the London prog: me of 1883, take effect from the Ist January, 1906. 

We have, &e, 
(Signed) I. AUSTIN LEE. 
J. 0. ARDAGH 

ANSTRUTHER. 





4 
3 
s 


for the Years 1904 


Sraremeyt showin: 








Ordinary Budget — 





Loan expenses 





5 


No. 4 
British Suez Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.*—{Received January 15.) 


Commercial.) 
Paris, January 13, 1905. 
WITH reference to our despatch No. 25, Commercial, of the 30th December, 1902, 
we have the honour to transmit herewith to your Lordship 200 copies of the new 
edition of the Rules for the Navigation of the Suez Canal, to be substituted for those 
previously issued by the Cc 
We have 
(For the British Directors) 
ened) H. AUS 





No.5 


British Suez Conal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.—(Received January 


(No, 3, Commercial.) 
Paris, January 16, 190 

WITH reference to your Lordship's despatch No. 1, Commercial, of the 
6th instant, we have the honour to transmit herew for safe delivery to the Chief 
Cashier of tho Bank of Bnglind, a letter containing draft on the Crédit Lyonnais for 
DO francs, being the value the $75 Sues Canal sh: lrawn on the 
repayment of capital, and also a packet containir «Aetlons de 
"+ received from the Suez Canal Company in exc for the shures 

delivered to the Comy 

We have, &. 
(Wor the British Directors) 


Signed) H, AUSTIN LEE 





Bank of England. 


Foreign Office, January 18, 1900. 
ni horewith a Totter 
nal Company, ¢ + with 
st that you will be enough to furnish a formal x 
to the mewsengor w ys them to you. 
, 8 
¥, A. CAMPBELL. 


Bank of England to Foreign Office ived January 19.) 


Bank of England, January 18, 1905 

I BEG to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of to-day's date, and 

nts which accompanied 
1, A letter from Sir I. Austin Lee, of the British Embassy, Paris 

A draft on the Credit Lyonnais for 187,600 f. 

875 Suez Canal “Actions de Jouissanco” received in exchange) for the 875 

drawn for repaym 
Lam, &e, 
(Signed) J. G. NATRNE, 
Chief Cashier. 





ies to Admiralty and Board of Trade, January 17, 1905, t Not printed 





No. 8. 


Memorandum by Sir Thomas Sutherland.—(Received January 23, 1905.) 


THE Chamber of Shipping has been engaged in endeavouring to promote an 
agitation against the Suez Canal Company, not only in this country, but also in France 
and Germany, and pethups elsewhere. I'am informed that they now propose to appeal 
to His Majesty’s Government, in the hope of persuading the latter to adopt their views, 
Representing, as I do, the largest customer of the Canal Company, and having also had 
the honour of being a member of the Conseil d’Administration of that Company for 
twenty yoars, I may claim to know something both of the English and French side of 
the question at issue. 

2. Porhaps T should say ut the outset that I have always been in the most friendly 
relationship with the Chamber of Shipping. Although I have never been a member of 
their body, I have often been consulted by, and have always willingly co-operated with, 
their successive Presidents, It strikes me, therefore, as somewhat strange that, in theit 
correspondence with the Board of ‘Trade, the Chamber should represent the English 
Directors of the Canal Company as holding aloof from them, I can only say that 1 
have been, at all times, quite ready to discuss either the Canal question of any other 
shipping matter, but when the Chamber formally claimed to be a sort of Tribunal, 
which had a right to dispute the Canal Company's power to levy dues in accordance 
with the prineiple laid down by international authority,and on the strength of which 
the Company had made enormous concessions to their clionts, and when the Chamber 
also claimed to interfere in the appointment of the Directors of the Company, it was 
clearly Impossible for any member of the Canal Administration to support these 
pretensions. 

8, ‘Twenty-one years ago all the members of the Eastern ship-owning community 
were activo reformers in reference {o the state of affairs then existing in connection 
with the Suez Canal. ‘Tho tonnage passing through the Canal rose from 2,263,111 tous 
in 1879 to 8,770,000 tons in 1883. The Canal was inadequate to carry on this tral 
tatisfactorily, ‘The delay were intolerable, Accidents were of common occurrence, 
and the cost of remedying thre mishaps was enormous, and fell eatirely on the shoulders 
of the shipowners. ‘This state of affairs wax intensified by the action of the International 
Sonitnry Comminsion, which had no sympathy for English commerce, and showed a 
vory determined jealousy of the English occupation of gypt. Owing to the presence 
cof cholera in the Kast, this Commission prevented the Canal pilots from boarding. shi 
‘The Conal Company, on the other hand, determined that pilots must continue to be 
employed, they proceeding in front of the ships in steam-launches, where they were quite 
useless, and a hoavy payment was exacted for this uscless ser Complaints made to 
the Catal Company were unheeded, In fact, the Canal Company were less responsible 
than the International Commission, and tho British pment had to walk very sarily 
in any attempt to curb the authority of an international body which represented a 
standing protest against our prestigo and influence within Egyptian territory, 

4. If we contrast the state of chaos which existed in these days with the efficiency 
of the Canal to day, when a fleet consisting of 12,000,000 tons passes from son to sca 
in the average time for each vessel of gome seventeen hours; when accidents arc of 
tho mrest cecurrence, und when mot with are remedied, not at the expense of the 
owner, but of the Canal Company; when the dues and pilotage have been reduced by 
komo 25 per cent.--when this contrast is duly considered by those who are familiar with 
the alate of affairs in 1893, it will be frankly admitted that the“ Programme de Londres” 
was the beginning of a new and highly satisfactory ora. 

5, The history of the iations which led up to this understanaing between the 
Canal Company and the shipowners may be shortly glancod at. In 1888 several 
moctings took place at the P, and O, Company's offlee, which were quite informal, but 
were attended practically by all the reprosentatives of the regular lines then using the 
Canal, and on one occasion by several Members of Parliament, for the purpose of 
consulting ax to what could be done to obtain relief from the impasse in which we found 
ourselves, 1 had previously Inid a strong note on the situation before Sir Charles Dilke, 
then Under Secretary at the Foreign Office, hut Sir Charles evidently found the 
International Comimiasion » very hard nut to crack. [t was therefore determined 
that we shonld send a powerful deputation to Lord Granville, and in due course I 
received a communication from his Lordship appointing a day to receive us, and, at the 
same time, requesting me to communieate with the Chamber of Shipping, as they 


¥ 


‘appeared to have made a similar application, I did so through my friend Mr. Glover, 
ni the deputation, which was sufficiently imposing, served to convince Lord Granville 
that something should be done, although it was not very clear what that something 
should be. 

6. The next move came, if I remember aright, from the Chamber of Shipping. 
Mr. Jumes Laing had been appointed the President of that body, and ealled upon me to 
ask me whether I would attend a meeting of the Chamber to discuss the Canal question, 
which Tat once agreed to do, ‘The meeting was not a very large one, and Mr. Laing’ 
Speech was mainly to the effect that I should become Chairman of an organization 
Which should be formed to bring the matter before the public in some formal and 
impressive manner. When it eame to my tira to saya few words, I certainly deprecated 
the idea of being placed in too prominent a position, but suggested that, as there were 
but few of the large customers of the Canal then present, we should appoint Mr, Westray 
As Honorary Secretary of the proposed movement, as he, being the Scerotary of the 
Indian Shipping Conference, would be ina good position ‘to bring together the lending 
lients of the Canal, whom we desired to unite in a confederacy to effect the object 
Which we had in view. ‘This was the beginning of the Association of Ship-owncrs, 
consisting of tho chief customers of the Canal and owning ships of the value of 
20,000,000/, or thereabouts, We had the benefit of Mr. Laing's services as on 

irman, and a better Chairman we could not have bad, while to me, ax being 

essarily more fomiliar with the defects of the Canal, there fell mainly tho duty of 
dmfting the despatches with which we speedily began to bombard the Government. 

7. T pass by the events connected with Mr. Gindstone’s unfortunate Agreement with 
M, do Lesseps, which was intended to annihilate the shipping agitators. When that 
unlucky Treaty was tora up, the Government left M. de Lesops to fight his own battle the 
best way he could, and he seemed, in fact, to score an enay vietory, After being the 

wuest of the Lord Mayor, he left London and mado a triumphal progress in. Liverpool, 
Newcastle, and the North, Ho then returned to London and met the Chamber of 
Commerce, when compliments were showered on both sides. In fact it seemed at onc 
time as if the President of the Canal might leave England without sceing anything 
Of the Ship-owners’ Association and ina halo of contentment, ‘The practical mind of 
M, Charles de Losseps, who had beon his fathor's alter ego for many years, took another 
Yiow of the situation. ' One day I received a note from Sir Rivers Wilson, then one of 
‘the Government Directors, saying that M. Charles de Lesseps wished to see me, and 
Would [appoint an hour that day, if possiblo, for the purposo, He and Sir Rivers came 
to my office at 2 o'clock as appointed, and the first part of our interview was certainly not 
Very promising. Sir Rivers Wilson thought it better to leave ux alono, and went away. 
We then got to business, and remained in conference uninterruptedly for some hours, 
With tho result that wo came to an agreement as to all the leading features of what 
sobscquently became the * Programme de Londres; 

&. M. Charles de ys thon asked me to call the Committee of the Association 
together, to discuss, omsible, agree to, the measures which we had worked out 
together, The Committee accordingly met M. de Lesseps at the P, and O, offices, and, 
With the assistance of Mr. Stephen Ralli as interpreter, began to thresh out the whole 
maticr anew. Naturally these discussions occupied a great deal of time, and the meetings 
Wore extended, through one eauso or another, for nearly a fortnight. To a certain 
extent this was owing to the fact that the Committee, thinking they had the Canal 
Company at a disadvantage, proceeded to demands of a financial character more 
Figorous thon some of us thought necessary, ‘Those who had the greatest stake in the 
Canal trade wero less anxious about uniue interference with the profits of the Canal 
Company than about the efficiency of its service, ‘The vast improvement attained during 
four years xubseqaent to the signing of the “Programmo de Londres" emboldened 
the i ‘and O, Company to propose to do away with the mail transit by Egyptian 
Railway and to send the whole of the Eastern mails through the Canal, at a saving 
to the Post Office, according to the teader which we sont in, of nearly 10,0001. per annum. 

[have now traced the genesis of the “ Programme de Londres,” and the benetits 
Which have accrued from it may be shortly sammarized :— 

(1.) Kulargement of Canal at the Company's expense, insuring a transit of seventeon 
hours from sea to sea. S 

(2.) Freedom from accidents, and when these ocear they are remedied at the 
“xpense of the Caual Company. 

(8.) A special rate for ships in ballas 

(4.) Abatement in dues amounting to a yast sum. 

Lpass over such points as the establishment fof an office in London and the 





appointment of seen English Directors, merely echoing the words which Prince 
Arenberg employed in his lett the Board of Trade, namely, that since the 
“ Programme de Londres existence 115,000,000 tons of British shipping 
have passed through the Canal, without a complaint which has not not been amicably 
settled, until the present supposed grievance has been made to appear on the scene. 

10. We may be willing to yield the most respectful attention to the Chamber of 
Shipping’s grievances, but, looking at them in the most formidable light, they are surely 
insignificant, even if they have any real foundation in comparison with the benefits 
which the “Programme de Londres" has conferred on the shipping world. Let us 
see what these grievances are. We shall not be wrong in classi them under three 
hends : 

(1) The a ssment of deck spaces. 

2.) ‘The appointment of Directors. 

(B.) ‘The appropriation of Canal profits towards the reduction 

11, With regard to the first of these pointe, it appoar 
threshed out botwe ‘Trade and the Canal Company that there does not 

argument, In deference to the views of the Board of Trade, 
itted a certain ind s for a brief 
watter plainly, this indulgence b b ‘The Canal 
Company were compelled, not for selfish reasons, but to prevent their aystem of moasur 
ment from lapsing into’ confusion, and to e general body of their 
cuntomers, to withdraw the indulgence which they had perhaps mista! allowed, and. 
fall ack on the plain straightforward rule, which, according to international agree 
« npplieale ll converned, iderable 
¢ part of certain ad counted on being able to 
cargocs on deck nt a considerable saving in Canal duos, as compared 
© simpler clionta whose ships were not designed to carry Leavy deck-los 
porisha But we are not unacquainted with procedents of such cases of hardship 
in tho legislation of our own P ouly on a far wider scale, for about ten 
‘& measure was passed by the Government o} day, at the instance of the 
! haebour authorities, changing the basis of tonnage allowances, bocause coriain 
been so adroitly designed as to carry considerable cargoes without showing 
ater tonnage at all, Thirty years ago it was decided by thi tent 
that the Danube rule gave tho hearest approach to the “tonneau de capacité’* 
the Canal Company's Concession gives them a right to levy dues, but if that 
rule were ever to be revised w the ld not bear more 
hardly on the class of ships in whieh th ted than does 
the presont ayster, one or tro examples, iow the present system works 
“ visebe it of the dues 
yor (on. of cargo and ied which sailed from 
the port of London, ‘Three of them ore purely cargo vessels, and L find on these voyages 
the Canal rate per tun on th c du 
at a trifle over Bs. per ton. 
including the charge for passongers, th % out at upwards of 7s. per ton on 
the coal and cargo on board. As mail-steamers are seldom fall argo on their 
outward voyages, and tho Canal paymont fr passengers would bring up the rat 
Gi. to 1s, per ton, it would be und d that I am not favouring mail-ship 
comparison, The broad question scems to me whether, as regards cargo ve 
paymont of Ss. per ton is an exceasive charge for a saving in distance, as compared with 
‘the Cape route to Bombay, of 4,500 miles, or 3,600 miles to Ce and 
same to Shanghae, for until somo light is thrown on this view of the question 
to me that the Canal tarif, for the present at all events, stands unchallenged. 
is surely an uncomfortable fact for the vaticinations of the Chamber of Shipping that 
no less than 108 vessels have passed out though the Caval in the last six months of 
1904 in ballast! ‘That into say, they have paid the Canal dues without having an once 
of cargo on board. ‘Their t id altogether to i 

12, The question of appointing Directors. That the Chamber of Shipping has not 
been consulted in the appomtment of Directors, and does not approve of some of the 
present members of the Hoard, is their next grievance. As far as I am aware, the 
Chamber of Shipping nover was consulted on this delicate point. In fact, I am not 
in any doubt on the subject—I know they were not consulted. It is the first time in 
my axperience that any public body has advanced a claim of this kind, and has judged 
it to be in good taste to criticize the names and qualities of those geutlemen now in 
office, and Who we may suppose were appointed after due consideration of their merits. 
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But even if the Chamber of Shipping were allowed to nominate and the Shareholders 
‘consented to elect every one of the seven English non-official members of the Conseil 
Administration, they ‘would just as much be in a minority at the Conseil, as much the 
ervants of the shareholders, as the present modest holders of office. It may be, of 
(course, that the Chamber has some geniuses up their sleeve, who might persuade the 
‘French shareholder to his own undoing, but on this interesting point we are, so far, 
without evidence. 

13. We now come to the third grievance, viz., as reganis the appropriation of Canal 
fits in rednotion of docs. ‘Hore 1 sdiait ab once, that'tha Chamber can cstablish 
4 prind facie case, because the last dividend paid was in excess of 25 per cent,, whieh 
88 to be the limit of profit, according to the literal terms of the “Programme de 
Londres,” until such time as the dues might be reduced to 5 fr. per ton. 

Unfortunately, the clause which contains this agreement has never been accepted 
by the shareholders, nor been found literally practicable by the Conseil. £' do not 
Mish to enlarge on the story of the opposition to the “Programme de Londres,” 

continued hitter and persistent for many years, and required all the prestige 
“f the founder of the Canal to prevent the shareholders from cancelling the arrange- 
Bent in toro. ‘The opposition continued in all its bitterness after M. de Lesscps’ death, 
And it is only the advancing prosperity of the enterprise and the loyalty of the Conseil 
Which have, for the time being, at all events, quelled the opposition. One illustration 
Tay serve to convey some idea of the strain which was put on the Conseil, when they 
‘Mopted so unexceptionable a candidate as M. Waddingtov, a former Ambassador to 
this country, and he was within an ace of being rejected because he had ventured to 
Speak well of the * Programme de Londres.” 

I have said that it had never been found possible to give literal effect to the abate- 
Ment clause of the “Programme.” For instance, the wording clearly implies a dividend 
0f 18 per cent. to the shareholders as the base line on which abatements were to 

ne But the abatements evnceded in 1883-84 destroyed all chance of the 
lividend attaining this point for several years, and it can, therefore, hardly be a matter 
‘of surprise that the shareholders were indignant at this being the result of the London 
Agreement, and it would have been quite legitimate to have advanced the rates until 
minim dividend shout be attained. But the Conseil wufered all the unpopularity 
Meted out to them rather than embarrass their clients by going back on the abate- 
Menta which had been conceded, Again, when, after an interval of several years of 
ed profits, the traffic began to increase, 50 as to bring the minimum dividend on 
the horizon, the increase at first was only sufficient to show the possibility of a reduction 
‘of afew coutimes per ton. How to proceed was then the question. If 10oF 16 centimes 
Per ton were taken off the dues, that would confer no aypreciable benefit to ship-owners, 
"hile, on the other hand, if the dividend should again fall bolow the standard point, in 
Consequence of this trifling reduetion, the clamour of the shareholders for the reimposition 
of the normal tariff would prove louder than ever. ‘The matter was discussed very 
“nxiously from every of view, and the decision which the Conseil arrived at was 
‘hat the literal interpretation of the * Programme de Londres,” in this particular direction, 
Was morally inopossible, and that in future all abatements in the tariff should be made 
‘in sums of 60 centimes per ton, and 0 often as the profits of the Company showed that 
"his would be an equitable distribution as between those concerned, ‘This was the 
‘sion come to by the Conse 
lish colleagues, and it substituted a practical for an academic and an impossible 
way of dealing with the matter. With regard to the profits above 25 per cent., it 
Would certainly be to the interests of ship-owners generally and very particularly that 
f the P, and O. Company, if the shareholders of the Canal would have consented 
‘0 lodge all their profits above that figure ina bank for the benefit of present or future 
ts of the Canal, to be drawn out and appropriated over a long series of years, 
According to some aystem hitherto unrealizable, until the dues could be brought down 
M5 fr. por t But the shareholders clearly showed that they would never submit 
to that condition, and neither the French nor the English Directors could constrain 
to adopt that policy. ‘To have attempted to carry such a measure would only 
have risked the shipwreck of the valuable concession already obtained, and which may 
looked forward to with the future development of the Company's prosperity. 

14, It seems fairly clear from the foregoing statement of facts that the Chamber 
Shipping can bring no complaint against tie Canal Company on the score ot etliciency, 
dT veuture to say, when the matter is properly anderstood, no charge ean be brought 

inst them on the ground of illiberality. On the former point, the admirable servico 
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in the year 1900, with the full eaprer of their 





of the Canal speaks for itself, and, as touching the latter, a careful ealculation shows that, 
during the twenty years in which the “ Programme de Londres” has been in operation, 
tho abatement in dues and pilotage reaches the enormous sum of upwards of 
11,000,000. 1 


No. 9. 


Note by Sir John Ardagh upon the Grievances of Ship-owners in connection with the 
Management of the Suez Canal, as set forth in Correspondence belween the Chamber of 
Shipping of the United Kingdom ond the Board of Trade, commencing in March 1904, 
(Received January 25, 1905.) 


“THE Chamber feels fully jostifind in their observation that, after a certain practice 
has been followed for many years, British ship-owners have every right to feel aggrieved 
when itis suddenly altored éo their disadvantage; and they claim prescriptive authority 
from long usage." Long before the question was raised in 1899, the practice followed was 
in strict conformity with that of the Bricish Merchant Shipping Act. Partially inclosed 
spaces wore not included either in the Rritish or Suez Canal tonnage, and dues were 
only charged when cargo was actually carried in such spaces. ‘There ean, the Council 
think, be no question upon this point.” 

My Council does not admit the right of the Suez Canal Company to change 
dyes on partially inclosed spaces, except in eases where they are being used for cargo 
purposes, while passing through the Saex Canal.” 

“Jf the Stiex Canal Company base their right to charge these dues on the Inter- 
national Rulow as originally fromed at Constantinople, in 1873, my Council are justified 
in maying that they aro now pu ifferont interpretation on these Rules from 
that whlch they have done for the lat thirty yoara.” 

‘Those quotationa from the letters of tho Chamber of Shipping comprino the wmunce 
of their first allegation, ‘The proscription which they claim goes back thirty years, 
ives to 1874, oF the yeur following the important decision of the International Com- 

jon of Constantinople on the manner of levying Sue Canal dues, ‘The Report of 
that Commission comprised the following eonditions, vin. -— 

‘That of dimllowing—in determining the not tonnage whieh ia to be the baxis of 
taxation-—any othor deduction of space but that which cannot bo used for oarning 
freight by being employed for carry pemmogeet or merehandize."* 

Thin condition ix the fundamental principle of the Constantinople Rules, It mays 
nothing about “partially jnoloned spice,” or about “dues being only charged when 
cargo was agtually carried in much spaces.” 

‘The meu absolutely simplo—that the basis of taxation is, that all spaces 
which ean bo used to earn freight, pay da 

There was a grout controversy ext ty years ago between the Suez Canal 
Company and ship-owners, but it wax not relative to the measurement of deck spaces. 
Te-was one of x more Important nature—betwnen gross and not tonnage as the basis of 
taxation. 

Whon M. F. de Lessops “appealed unto Cassar" in the sbape of the Sultan, as 
the paramount Power from the Concession was held, and found that he bad 
conjured up Frankenstein” in the shapo of an International Commision as the 
Court of Final Appeal, he still bad the courage of his opinions, and withstood the 
decision of the Maritine Powers to ropeat his proposal to tax gross tonnage until foree 
had to be displayed to compel his submission, which was wot accomplished until 
10,000 men and a floot had appeared on the scene. Even then, the Canal Company 
continued to rucord clalms for dues upon gross tonnage, with an expectation of subne- 
quently enforcing them, and the quarrel went on. 

10 1875, the purchase of the Khedive's Suez Canal shares, forming soven-sixteeaths 
of the total original eapital of the Company, was effected by His Majesty's Government 
it the cost of 4,000,004, and thenceforth the British Government had a double interest 
in the onterprise—owning seven-sixteenths of the capital, and furnishing three-fourths 
of the clients, 

Tn the following year, 1876, an Arrangement was negotiated between the Canal 

‘ny and Sir John Stokes, acting on the part of His Majesty's Government, whereby 
the differences between the Maritime Powers and the Suez Canal were settled. The 
Constantinople Rules were accepted, and the claims for assesment by gross tonnage 
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were withdrawn, and the Constantinople Rules accepted. The adhesion of the Maritime 
Powers to this A, it was announced in January 1877. 

‘The new Regulations did not, however, come into force until July 1878. They 
contain the most distinct declaration that all covered and closed-in spaces on the upper 
deck were to be included in gross tonnage, being thus in direct contradiction to the 
aovcrtions of the Chamber of Shipping quoted above, (See paper on Suez Cansl 
Tonnage Measurement, presented to Parliament in 1878, C. 2010, “Commercial, 
No. 122") 

Tt will now be interesting to recall what was the state of the tonnage question 
in the United Kingdom at that time. 

‘The Merchant Shipping Act of 1854 was in force, It was the first great Statute 
comprising tonnage regulations, and it laid down rules for the measurement of gross 
tonnage which have practically received international acceptance. 

‘The conspicuons feature of this mode of measurement waa that the unit adopted 
was a ton, not of weight, but of space, capacity, or “roomage” of 100 cubic feet, and 
this isthe unit of the Coostantinople Balen 

Now the ordinary ton of 20 ewt. or 2,240 Ib. is a measure of weight, not of cubic 
space, and the dead weight or displacement of a veseel in salt water amounts to 1 ton 
of weight for 35 cubic fect. A ton weight of wheat is reckoned at 44 cubic fect, and of 
coal at 42 cubic feet. Ores and metals would take still less space, and cotton, ten, 
jute, and esparto, &e., considerably more. 

From the gross tonnage, deductions were allowed for crew space fur purposes 
acanasted with Savigation, fal for engioon, Boller, aud fuel, the etter on 8 vory liberal 
scale, 40 that the net tonnage of a steam-ship sometimes amounted but one-balf or 
‘one-third of her gross tonnage, and in exceptional cases even became a neyative quantity. 
Roughly speaking, « medinnrsizedeargy atean-ship cold carry about double the desd 
weight of her net register tonnage, upon which duce mere levis 

Naturally, the first consideration with a practical ship-owner wns to ask his 
builder to build his ship so that he will get a maximum amount of reductions, #0 that 
she can carry the largest amount of cargo upon the suuallest register tonnage 

‘Tho Merchant Shipping Act of 1854 was Gund to contain many ambiguities which 
afforded opportunities for obtaining by a strict legal interpretation of their phraseology, 
exemptions which were not contemplated by those who origivally framed tho Act. 
Serecdl law suite wore inattatea, the pouera rvalis of which tanded to widen the scope 
of the exemptions, notably those relating to deck spaces. In 1876 the Deck Cargo Act, 
providing for the measurement of eargo carried in such exempted spaces, was passed, 

Tn 1880 a Royal Commision was appoint to inquire into tho operation of the 
Law for the Measurement of Tonnage, aud after a vory exhaustive investigation, nine 
‘out of the twelve Commissioners submitted a Report, in which they state, inter alia, 
that— 

“We cannot recommend change in the Law which would affoot the principle on 
which tonnage is ascertained, viz, the contents of the internal capacity of a ship 
represented by a roomage or space ton of 100 cubic feet, with deductions for propelling 
~~ ° . . . . . . 

“(d.) That, gross tonnage should be made to includ all permanently covered and 
closed-in spaces above the uppermost deck, and that erections with openings either on 
eck, ar cbvecign, or partitions that can readily be coved in, should also be included in 
gross tonnage, but that ekylights of saloons, booby batches for the crow, light and air 
spaces for the boiler and engine-rooms when situated ubove the uppermost deck, us well 
as ereotions for purposes of shelter, such as turtle-buck» open at one end and light decks 
‘supported on pillars and unenclosed, should not be measured for the purpose of their 
contents forming part cither of the gross or register tononge. Cargo carried tader such 
rections should continue to be measured for duos under the Aet of 1876, the sane 
1s if stowed on the open deck. 

“We are of opirtion that the exemptinn of any closed-in space from measurement 
into tonnage, as an inducement to owners to inereise the aafoty of ships, is unsound is 

rinciple, and if adopted would have to be followed by now restrictious, upon which 
Feah complaints would be founded. 


«We are of opinion that the increased rooinage obtained by giving a ship an 
awning deck, or ita equivalent, can, and in many instances would, be utilized for 
Jasengers, cattle, or other cargo, with profit to theawner. Toexempt such spaces from 
Payment of tonnage dues would be to give one type or class of ship a considerble 
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advantage in competition with another equilly seaworthy ship, and that at the expense 
of tho Earboor abd dock propeistora. Tt might also happen that under reckless oF 
ingompetent management such a space would be filled with heavy cargo: and in that 
case the exemption which was intended to prevent danger might be found to have 
led to it.” 

Of the three Commissioners who abstained from signing the Report, two 
(it Rothery and Mr, Waymouth) advocated the substitution of displacement tonnage 
for the present system ; whilo the third (Sir Jobn Glover) thought that no radical 
change in the tonnage laws was necessary or expedient, mainly on the ground that the 
modifications recommended by the majority would add 10 per cent. to the taxation of 
British shipping. 

‘The most recent legislation on the question of British tonnage is “The Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894,” which is still in fores. 

The Second Schedule of this Act prescribes that spar-deck spaces, poops, fore- 
castles, and any other closed.in spaces on the upper deck, available fur cargo or stores, 
or for the berthing or accommodation of passengers or crew, shall be aided to the 
tonnage of the ship. 

Tn comparing the various changes which have taken placo in British tonnage 
‘measurement since 1854 with the Constantinople Rules which were annonneed in 1877, 
the most notable point is that, while in the latter, no measurement and no change is 
made on deck cargo: in the former, “The Deck Cargo Act, 1876,” provides for measuring 
and changing upon goods so carried. ‘This important difference constitutes the rain 
divergonco between the. provisions of the Merchant Shipping Act. snd those of the 
Canal ayrtom of charges. Te will be seen from the quotations made from the Report 
of the Tonnage Commission, that, notwithstanding the representations of several ship- 
owning witnessos that spaces above the main deck should be exempted, the C 
minsionera considered that the principle advocated was unsound, and would give con 
siderable advantage to a particular class of vessel. In the easo of the Suex Ca 
traffic, this inequality of treatment would be enhanced by the absence of charge upon 
dock cargo and by the heavy additional poll tax levied upon passengers It is also to 
be observed that the pissenger accommodation pays dues whether ocoupied oF not ; 
‘and that tho regular “liner,” sailing to an appointed time table, is more frequently 
exposed to having ber cargo spaces partially empty than the * tramp” or cargo steamer, 
nd ean be but extremely rarely louded to her full dead weight eapucity, which the cargo 
steamer carries as a rule, 

Tt would therefore appear that the desire of the Chamber of Shipping to revert 
to the pmotice cocaxionally tolerated before 1899, nnd sanotioned by the arrangetn 
of that year, would incur, is it did then, the strenuous opposition of the “liner” interest 
fand would be far from meoting with the general approval whieh the Chamber appear 
to assume, 

‘That the mattor is one f importance atthe present ime for owners of eargo-steamers 
is unquestionnble in viow of tho conditions of the freight market. Coal rates. from 
‘Wales to the east of the Mediterrannan stood at the beginning of Decoinber at 54 6d, 
to Port Suid; while the rates to Aden, Perim, Bombay, and Colombo ranged from 
br, 8d. to Uk. Odz, loaving » margin of a little over 1», to set-off against Canal dues, and 
tho longer voyage. As the Canal dues on net tonnage amount to 8} fr., or Gr. 9. 
thoir incilends on dewd woight tonnage can searcely be less than 2s. 6d., or more U 
double the diffrence of freight, Thix lows under ordinary circumstances is compensates 
for by the retum freights from the grain, jute, and rice ports ; but the rates homeward 
from Kurrachos, Bombay, Caloutta, aud Rangoon range from 16s. to 26s, from which 
‘again the Canal duck have to be deducted ; so the margin of profit on the double 
journey must be extremely small, But, even under these conditions, it is still possible 
for the owners of eargo-steamers to earn a profit upon the double journey. 

‘That this depression in freights is due mainly to excessive competition, combined 
with sackness in demand, is beyond a doubt, It is even questionable whethe 
Canal dues were largely reduced or abolished altogether, a glut of super 
would not produce similar effects, as, in fuct, it has done in the Black Sea ports, fro 
which freights are now unremunerative, though no Canal dues intervene. Black Sea 
grain rates havo fallen as low as 52, 6d. in some cases, The output of new tonnage 
{i private yards which stood at little above 1,000,000 tons gross per annuin for the 
years 1894-5-6~7, has in Inter years averaged half as much again, and for 1904 stoot 
it 1,888,800. It ls arate of inerease which reflects with remarkable exactitude the 
transit traffie of the Suex Cunul, and would seem to indicate that the transit dues 
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{which haye not fallen in the same degree as the freights) have not exercised an: 
deterrent effect upon the growth of the elitist fea pers Mace 

Some approximate statistical facts relative to five quinc 1 period nding 
from 180 to 1904, are presented below :— eager ae 
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Comparing the first and fifth lines, it will be perveived that the gross transit 
through the Suex C: th of the entrances and clearances in 
the ports of the United Kingdom, being somewhat less a quarter of a eontury ngo, 
and. very slightly more now. In that quarter of a century the duration of tho transit 
hed from forty-five hou ghteon hours ; transit by elestrio light 
has boon introduced ; the width of the Canal has been largely increased ; and the dopth 
which, in 1880, only allowed of vessels of 7°5 metros (24 f. 7 in,), has been incre 

to auch an extent as now to admit of ships of & metres (26 ft. 3 in.) to pass. The 
deepening and widening operations are still © ly provoodingg at a very lary 
cost-—10 metres, or 82 ft. 10 in , being the depth nimed at now. & 

‘To thin increaso in depth and width, the owners of largo ntoam-ships n 

importanes than to reduction of canal dues or further exemptions in tonnage measure 
ment in the manner desired by the Chamber of Shipping. The Resolution of the 
London Committee of the 18th October, 1901, protesta atrongly against oxomptions of 
deck-apaces when empty. ‘The North Germin Lloyd Company, in their letter of the 
6th January, 1904, disonts entirely from the views of the Chamber of Shippin 

During the summer of 1904, after a prolonged intorcbango of correspondence upon 
the subject, a Confirence tuck place at the Board of Trade betweon the prinelpal 
officials of the Marino Department and the Prosident and Secrotary of the Suez Canal 

Administiation upon the tonnage question, with a view to the removal in fature of all 
round for migunderatanding. "The outcome of that Conference was the aesoptaney by 
both parties of m revised set of instructions for the Surveyors of the Bonrd of Trudo 
in measuring deck-spaces for Suez Canal Certificates. 

__ The modifications comprined considerable concessions on the part of the Canal 
Company to the ship-owners— practically amounting to the exemption from dues of those 
parts of the superstructure which were omential to the seaworthinens of the ship, and 
tho efficient protection of the engine and boiler spaces (viz., the forecastle, poop, and 
bridge)—in a far more liberal spirit than the Constantinople Rules. 

The new instructions were promulgated on the. Ist September, 1904 
now in force, and, a8 yet, have not presonted uny applications which would 
further revision, much less an attempt to convoke another International Cx 
for the purpose of modifying the Constantinople Rules, 
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Extract from the * Standard,” of January 6, 1905. 


‘Tue Sore Casat. 


WE. have received for publication the following letter addrensod by the North German 
Lloyd's to Mr, Anderson, President of the British Chamber of Shipping :— 

“Doar Sir, « Nondieutacher Lloyd, Bremen, December 23, 1904. 
Yo duly rvevived your letter of the 15th November aad eopy of correspondence that has 
taken plaoe between the Chamber of Shipping and the Board of ‘Trade with reference to the 
inclusion of partially-inclosod spaces in tho Suex Canal tonnage, contents of which we carefully 
noted. 

“In reply, wo beg to say that we #00 mo reason to object to the rales recently laid down 
by dl Sie Canal Company regarding the measuroment of spaces above the upper or tonnage 
took, ince these new rules simplify watters to a great extant, remove a state of uncertainty 
regarding tho measurement of epaces above the upper of tonnage deck in steamers of different 
slimes ad conatrction, and estab « fia ban ou which it  pomible to treat all steamers 
panning: the Sues Cunal alike 

"There ean be no doubt that, according to the wording of the Constantinople Rules 
the Swok Canal Company would be entitled to include into the measurements all spaces above 
tho uppor or tonnage deck, unless they are: ‘Spaces under awning deck without other con. 
tection with the body of the #hip than ‘the prope necessary for supporting them, which are not 
pacea separated off” and nro permanently exposed to the weather and the sca.” 

“And if tho Suex Canal Company bave, for some resson or another, so far and during = 
certain number of yoark exempted wich spaces on upper or tonnage deck from measurement, 
‘aless they were filled witb eurgo, whlob, socording % ibe wording of, the. Constantinople 
Rules, they hada right to include in the measurement, whether filled with cargo or not, we 
fail to #e0 on which grounds tho Chamber of Shipping should construe tho right to demand that 
the Suen Canal Company should follow the same practice in fotare to their own, dimdvanta, 
tnd after they have discovered that a great number of ship-owners have constructed their steamers 
‘in suoh m mainor ae to take undue advantage of the lenient practice followed by the Suex Canal 
Company hitherto, 

“In th face of what the Sasx Canal Company have a right to inclade in the moamroment 
according to the Constantinople Rulos, wo are of opinion that the new Rules recently laid dawn 
by the Stex Canal Company rogarding tho measurement of spaces above upper or tonnage deck 
Tebaid cet sith the stieceil BY hipeowners prebarally; wx taps lenlos treet 
spacot above upper or tonnage dock in a far more liberal spirit than the Con 
tid, what le equally important, remove all roasous for future dimensions and diaparitivs in 
tmodmuring ahipw of different clasnen 

“We beg to point to this specially, ax tho treatment hithorto adopted towards xte 
snporsteuctures han certainly boon to the detriment of steamers not provided with thew 
thua creating a ponition entirely adverse to the principle laid down by the Suez Canal 

val treatment fur alle 

"The demand raigod by some owners that the shelter and bridge deck spaces should bo 
only ineluded in the weasurement, if filled with cargo, would simply load to the eansequence 
that stoamern of all descriptions’ would be justiGed upon insisting that all spaces not filled 

go oF puaengery whens pamsing through the Canal should be deducted. ‘This being 

iy. becuuwe it would simply stop the business of the Canal Company, we really 

fail to arrivo at any botter suggestion than tho late revised Rules of the Company for 
weaning. 

“Hogarding the reduction of the Suez Canal tonnage dos, we boys to say that we put more 
value on the improvement of the Sues Canal iu the way of bringing it to © greater depth and 
width than of a reduction of the Canal duet, and that in consequence we would rather see a 

in the first-mentioned direction, 
* We are, &. 


- 
iambor of Shipping, 
“47, Union Street, Glasgow.” 


* Preaidont of the 


ws 


No. 10. 
Memorandum by Sir John Ardagh—(Received January 25, 1905.) 


MR. ANDERSON suggests that His Majesty's Government should use their 
good offices to bring about a Conference between the Canal Company and the ship- 
‘owners, with a view to arriving at some understanding. 

The Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom, in their letter of the 
21st Joly, 1904, had already suggested a Conference representative of the various 
interests, which the President of the Suez Canal Company, in his letter of the 
19th November, 1904, very emphatically refused to accede to. 

Officially, the “ London Committee” represents the British ship-owners, but. the 


“London Committee,” in October 1899, “disclaimed any connection with the Chamber 


of Shipping, or knowledge of its proceedings,” and it is evident, from the interview 
Thich took place between the two bodies in June 1903, that their viows were widely 
ivorgent. 

‘The * London Committee,” which was evolved from the * Associntion of Steam- 
ship Owners trading with the East,” which negotiated the London Agreement of 1883, 
was never an elected or representative body. It was a voluntary association formed 
mong @ large clas of abip-owners who bad very large interests of their own to 

fend. 

‘The following lines were represented: P. and O., British India, Orient, City, 
Hall, Clan, Glen, Shire, Harrison, and Ducal, 

‘Most of these names are still to he recognized in the Traffic Returns of the Canal 
twenty years afterwards. 

‘The tonnage which they sent through the Sucz Canal in 1903 is as follows =— 


Not Tonnage, 
917,400 
247,000 


P, and 0. Company .- i 

British Todia Steaga Navigation Company 

Oriegt Pacife Steam Navigation Company 

Gy Bere nas 
"nat 

On ee 

Gea I 

Shire es 
Tarra 5 ef 


There have, of course, been many changes, both in the Companies and their repre- 
sentatives, but the names of Sir Thomas Sutherland, Sir James Mackay, Mr. Fred 
Green, Mr. Alexander, and Mr. Weatray, of the present London Committes, still 
Fepresent the most important clients of the Canal. 

‘The entire traffic of the Suez Canal in 1908 amounted to 11,007,288 tons. ‘The 
British portion was 7,403,553 tons, and that of all other nations 4,503,735 tons. ‘The 
London Committee therefore represent about 2% per cent, of the wholo, 36 per cent, 
of the British, and amounts to 60 per cont. of the tonnage of all other countries 
From these figures it may be concluded that they still represent the majority of the 
tonnage of the Canal traffic as much as when the London Agreement was entered into. 

Their interest is, however, mainly a “liner” interest, although the P. and O. 
Company, the British’ India, and other Yinee Companies own an ensrmous number of 
cargo steamors, while that’ of the Chamber of Shipping is chiefly connected with 
cargo steamers or tramps. ‘The latter is, however, supported by the Liverpool Steam- 
ship Owners, a very important body ; by the North of England Steam-ship Owners; 
tad also by the Hamburg-American Line, which sont, in 1903, 277,200 tons through 

we Canal. 

It may further be predicated as undeniable that the proposals to exempt tonnage 
from taxation and to lower the rate of dues—whicb form the main feature and object 
of the reclamations of the Chamber of Shipping—are obviously so favourable to 
shipping in general, as to command the support of all ship-owners who are not 
interested in, or responsible to, the enterprise upon whose revenue the loss arising from 
‘such modifications would fall.’ Concrete instances of this natural proclivity are to be 
found in the evidence taken by the Royal Commission on ‘Tonnage of 1861, and in 
every similar inquiry. 
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‘The inference to be dmwn is not a new one. It is of the same order which leads 
ship-owners to advocate the transference of light dues from their shoulders to those 
of the community at large, and which influences the taxpayer to the conviction that 
the income tax or the local rates are preposterously high. 

If we inquire whether greater impartiality in these questions is to be expected 
from the shipowning community at large, of from the London Commitise of the 
Suez Canal, whose members have not only a largo interest in shipping, but also a 
large capital invested in the shares of the Company, and some of whom have (as the 
Chamber of Shipping complains) a position of unbiassed independence as regards 
exemptions and dues, and are yet professionally and practically edperts on the sutqest 
there cannot be a doubt that the London Committee must be preferred as the more 
disinterested of the two. 

‘The three Departments of His Majesty's Government which are concerned in the 
controversy are the ‘Treasury, the Board of Trade, and the Foreign Office. Of these 
the ‘Treasury is, figuratively, the trustee for the 176,002 shares, beiug about sevens 
sixteentha of the whole original capital of the Canal Company, owned by IL 
Majesty's Government, ‘These shares are_now worth about 35,000,000, and their 
dividends annually bring in about 1,000,000, to the national exchequer. 

The Hoard of Trade ix inteusted with the supervision of the interests of shipping 
and maritime commorce, including all questions relating to tonnage and dues, on 

ich points itis constantly in touch with the ship-owners and other bodies concerned. 

Finally, the Foreign Office deals with the general diplomatic, political, and com= 
morcinl questions which arise in connection with the other Departments of State, 
Which it invariably consults, and is the national exponent of the views of Ilis Majesty's 
Gorornment. 

Neithor the Treasury, nor the Hoard of Trade, noe the Foreign Office has evidence 
before them that the Chamber of Shipping represents the ship-owners connected with 
the Suca Canal trade, They represent, no doubt, very important shipping interests, 
mainly connected with cargo-steamers ; but in the aggregate the liner tonnage has still 
A ptoponderanee over the eargo vessls, and the owners of the linere—notably the 
members of the London Committee—hold very different views from those advocated 
by the Chamber of Shipping in their recent’ letters and publications in the shipping 
nowspapers 

‘These views, and those of individual ship-owners, have from time to time received 
tho most careful and benevoleat attention of the Board of Trnde; aud have been come 
municated to tho Canal Company in the most favourable light, and have been 
considered by the Canal Company ia the most conciliatory manner-—but in many 
eases havo failed on their morits, and have met with adverse decisions, emon- 
stranocs against alleged excessive charges, though founded on untenable pretensions, 
have been met in a apirit of great libornlity; and perfectly logitinate surcharges have 
boen rofunded in a generous manner. 

‘The alleged grivwancos af the Chamber, after the widest publicity in the technical 
journals, appear to need no further advertisomont, They have heen repudiated. not 
nly by the Cand Company, but by the British Commercial Directors. ‘The question 
of tonnage measurement has been the subject of prolonged consideration by the Board 
of ‘rade and the Suer Canal Company, and has been settled by the adoption of new: 
rules comprising very Mberal concessions. ‘Tho modification made by mutual consent 
in the terms of the London Agreement has been fully explained 

Having rogand to all theso considerations, it is submitted that the request which 
it is understood that the deputation desires to urge upon His Majesty's Government 
to use their good offices to bring about « Conference between the Canal Company and 
tho ship-ownurs is not one which, at the present time, should be entertained. 


———— 
No. 1. 


Memorandum by Sir John Ardagh—(Received January 25, 1905.) 


‘THE British official Directors are, of lly, members of the “ London Committee,” 
and attend its meetings, but are in no way responsible for its views or its action, nor 
is it desirable that they should be, as they represent other interests, 

‘The Chamber of Shipping has quoted Sir Thomas Sutherland's definition of the 
duties of the London Committee : “To attend to such questions as might arise between 


Ww 


lish customers"; and also the more detailed explanation 
le Lesseps at the mecting of shareholders held on the 


the Company and their 
given by M. Ferdinand 
12th March, 1884. 

‘The actual language of the London Agreement of 1888 was : 

“Article 2. In addition to the three Dircetors nominated by the English Govern- 
Ment, seven new Directors, chosen among English ship-owners and merchants, shall 
be immediately admitted as members of the Board. 

“Article 8. A Committee, called the Consultative Committee, shall be formed in 

lon, and shall be composed of the English Directors.” 

Prince d'Arenberg, in his letter of the 19th November, 1904, asserts that “ At 
Ro period lias a body of ship-owners, representative or otherwise, been invested with 
the right to appoint the members of the London Committeo, ‘The members of the 

ndon Committee are chosen individually by the Board, and elected subsequently 
‘90 its proposal by the meeting of sharebolders.” 

This is no doubt literally true. The British official Directors, who are nominated 
by His Majesty's Government, and represent its interests, are also elocted in the same 
{2¥. Although the manner in which the members of the London Committee were to 
be chosen was not specified in detail, the plain and natural intention and object of 
the London Agreement was, in Sir Thomas Sutherland's words, “That they should 
Attend to such questions as might arise between the Company and their English 
fustomers.” Prince d’ Arenberg, in repelling the criticism of the Chamber of Shippi 
Bpon the working of the London Committee, says: I consider, on the contrary, that 
Cak.ides of the illustrious founder of the Suéx Company is still ‘realized to its fullest 

mt." 

‘There can be no doubt that the London office of the Canal Company ix a busy 
Working concern, to which British ship-owners constantly resort for information, and 
Mhere the monthly meetings of the London Committee are held. ‘The London office 

in constant communication with the central office in Paris, and the London Gon 
‘mittee is in intimate relations with the Central Administration, and mocts its colleagues 
‘1 the Board once a-month in Paris. ‘The machine is, in short, in full working onler. 

What the Chamber of Shipping really complains of is that they are not adequately 
Tepresented upon the London Committee, 

A comparison may be instituted between (1) the names of those who signed the 
London Agreement of 188%; (2) the original members of the London Committee ; and 
(8) those who now sit upon it. 


Signatories of | Original Members 
Agreement, | ‘of Loudon Committee.| of Landon Comunitten, 


1885, 


Janae Laing. 
++| Thon Satheriaad, 
s+] Willige Mackinnon, 
Gr 1) 4.6.8 Auer. a 
wren Companies | J. B. Wetra Ba 
Shipowoers. 1,{ John Glovers” es ee 
Large Bhip-owner RS. Donkin S| RS. Donkin, 

| R, Alernnder, 


PradO, os 
British India * 
Orieat a 

J.B Wonteay. 


B. Alerander, 
©. 3. Monk, MP. 


Not & Ship-owner 
Shipbuilders 
Not a Ship-owser 


be seen from this comparison that no less than six out of the seven present 
embers of the London Committee were either signatories of the London Agreement, 
Members of the original Committee, or the regular successors to the same official 
Wsition in the same Companies as were held by their predecessors. 

‘The single exception is Lord Rathmore, whose eminent public position would 
Tender him a valuuble acquisition to any administrative body. Ho hasbeen Solieitec 
Gencral for Ireland, Paymaster-General, and First Commissioner for Works, and he fe 

Director of the London and North Westero Railway, a Comy y which has not 
Suly the largest revenue (14,300,0001) and the largest icabianiicaps (47,640,000) of 
any Te oxeey in the United Kingdom, but whieh is also a lange steamship 

15 P 
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owner, find in that capacity initiated and carried to a successful termination a law suit 
on the question of tonnage deductions which, as Mr. Thomas Gray, the Assistant 
Secretary to the Board of ‘Trade in the Marine Department, said in his evidence befo 
the Tonnage Commission of 18£0, upset the whole basis of the Merchant Shipping Act 
of 1854. 

The existing London Committe appears, therefore, to be of almost identical com 
position with its prototype of twenty years azo, and like it, it comprises among its 
members an ex-President of the Chamber of Shipping. Z 

‘Objections are raised by the Chamber of Shipping to Mr. Donkin and Mr. Alexander, 
on the ground that they are no longer in active business; and to Mr. Westray, because) 
his ships do not go through the Suez Canal. ‘These gentlemen for many years repre 
sented at least nine important lines of steamers, and took part in the original! 
negotiations, It seems eaptious to complain that they are now free from the possible 
bias of personal interest. eee J 

‘Tho procedure established by M. Charles de Lesseps in connection with filling} 
vacancies among the seven unofficial British Directors, was, that before accepting 
definitely the name of candidate for one of these Dircetorships, he ascertain 
privately through the official British Directors, that such candidature was not objected} 
to by His Majesty's Government, : oe etd 
Whis practice was continued until 1893, when, in connection with the nominatio 
‘of a successor to Sir W, Mackinnon, the Treasury was asked by the Foreign Offic 
whether their Lordships liad any objection to the appointment of Mr. Dawes. 
following passage ocours in the reply =— i i = 

“Tam, however, to observe that my Lords believe that Her Majesty's Govern 
ment have no authority to interfore in the eboice of members of the Suez Board 
excopt in the case of the three official Directors; and, if this be so, any representatio 
in regard fo such choice, which might have to be made on behalf of Her Majesty 
Government, must necessarily be of m strictly unofficial and, indeed, private character’ 

In view of this opinion no furthor official inquiries have been submitted, and_ thi 
filling of vacancies bas sinee been made on the recommendation of the London Com 
mittro, As the members aro eligible for re-election, and are usually re-cleoted, fe 
vacancies ogour ; and the natural result of the xyatom of co-option. viz., to perpetual 
‘ntation of existing interosta, has probably some appreciable influence up 


tho repr 


the selec 
‘The nctunl dates of first nomination of the existing members are as follows, and! 


their longth of sorviee >— 


Sir Thomas Sotherland 
K Alevaniler 
18, Donkin 
Tord Rathna 
3.1 Woatray 


1485, 
156. 
1400, 
100, 
1001, 
yp03. 
1904. 


tn - 
Bir Jane Sackny 

It will be evident that every one of these gentlemon had qualificatis 

for the positions to which they were elvoted. ‘ 

Nevertheless, the fact remains, that a considemble soction of the ship-own 
notably the proprietors of cargo steamers, have complained in the last few years th 
they liave no representative on the London Committee, and that their interests ha 
been neglected, and that they are never consulted. = 
ing the Inst point first, attention may be ealled to the yery volamino 
correspondence whiol is recorded both in the Forviga Office, and in the Boanl 4 
Mende, with Shipping Assoeintions, Shipping Companies, and private ship-owners, 
the subject of the Sue Canal, apart from the direct correspondence addressed to th 
Suex Canal Office in Whittington Avenue. The Foreign Office documents alone f¢ 
cloven printed folio yolames. s 

In 1899, the Foreign Office, moved by the representations of the Chamber ¢ 
Shipping, issued a Cireular to His Majesty's Representatives abroad suggesting 
reconsideration of the Rules of the Constantinople Conference. After some montl 
the Chamber withdrew its request, thus creating a position of some embarrassmed 
for Ix Majesty's Government. ‘The Chamber has, however, continued in one fo 
or another since that time, to advocate the assimilation of the Suez Canal Certificate 
to the British Merchant Shipping Act of 194; and it appears to overlook the fad 
that in order to bring about a change it would be necessary not only to obtain 
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Consensus of British ship-owners, respecting which there appears to be considerable 
doubt, but also to obtain the concurrence of the ship-owners of the maritime Powers, 
which, to judge by a pronouncement of the Norddeutscher Lloyd Company, in reply 
toa letter from the President of the Chamber of Shipping, is not likely to be attained. 
That Company is only surpassed by the P. and O. Company in the tonnage which it 
Sends through the Canal, and it disapproves frankly and entirely all the allegations 
and proposals put forward by the Chamber of Shipping. 

‘Those views have been repeatedly set forth, at considerable length, in the corre- 

dence which the Chamber has furnished to the shipping journals. It is notorious 
t they are in opposition to the opinions held by the large body of ship-owners 
Tepresented by the London Committee, and that they are energetically repudiated by 

‘administration of the Canal Company. 

‘The alleged neglect of the London Committee to support the interests of ship- 
Owners in general is specially directed to two instances, viz, — 

1. The question of dues on deck-spaces. 

2, The modification of the original London Agreement, that the whol of the 
Surplus profits, after a dividend of 25 per cent, had been attained, should be devoted to 

reduction of dues, until the rate of & fr. per ton was reached. 

‘The Chamber of Shipping repeats persistently that dues were only charged upon 
What they term “partially it spaces" when cargo was actually carried in them, 
Md they claim prescriptive authority from long usage, ‘There is not the smallest 

ht that this impression, as a general proposition, is incorrect. As Prince d’ Arenberg 
Sys, in his letter of the 19th November, 1004, tolerance was allowed with regard to a 
Small number of vessels with deck-spaces of insignificant volume, but this was the 
{eoption. ‘The rule, from the date of accoptance by the Maritime Powers of the 

ssops-Stokes Convention of the 21st February, 1876, was set forth in the Regu- 
lations for Navigation, which eame into force on’the Ist July, 1878, superseding those 
Of the 31st March, 1872, which proscribed levying the dues on gross tonnage; and 
its led to the International ‘Tonnage Commission at Constantinople, whose Rules are 
GHoted in the Regulations of 1878. 
Moreover, the Chamber of Shipping is in error in supposing that the Merchant 
Shipping Act of 1854 exempted deck-spaces from mensurement. On the contrary, 
ks, poops, and spaces under the spar decks were by that Act inoluded in the 
nage, 

In the Merchant Shipping Code of 1872 all coverod-i 

Iuded. So in the Tonnage Act of 157% all permanent! 
And covered spaces on tho uppermost deck were measured 

Tt was not until the amending Act of 1876 that any admission was to be found 
in referonce to deck cargo in any covered space not ihicladed in the rogistored tonnage. 
It was then enncted that deck cargoes were to be measured for tonnage charges when 
Wich cargoes existed. ‘That scems to have been the point at which the British and 

‘Canal measurements began to diverge widely, by the growth of exemptions of 
deck-spaces in the former systema, which exemptions were not admissible in the tattor. 

it even as lato as 1878, the Canal Company still refused to recognize the Tritish 
of Trade Canal Certificates, though’ no question of deck spaces had then 


spaces on any deck were 
and completely elosed-in 
ito the tonnage, 


n. 
Nor was thers ny mention whatever of exempting deck-spaces in the corres 

ondouce which led to the provisional Agreement of 1885 between Mis Majesty 
ferment and M, de Lessops. Although that Agreomont fell through, certain 
wisions were at onee carried into effect. 

2 fr. 50 c, per ton, The entire expense of floating vessels aground was undertaker 
Yy the Company, and M. do Lesseps assured Mr. Gladstone that the reductions of tariff 
Sentemplatel would be caried out, and the new eanal would be immediately com. 

ced. 

Negotiations between the Association of Steamship Owners and M. Charles de 
Lesseps, leading to the London Agreement, make no allusion to altering the system of 
mae measirement. It may, however, be inferred from a lotter addressed’ to Lon 
Granville by the Chamber of Shipping, on July 13, 1853, thnt the abolition of the 
tial Suez Canal Certificate was one of their cardinal requirements even at that 
‘This appears to show that their present allegation “that the practice followed 

Was in strict conformity with that of the British Merchant Shipping Act... . for 
Jast thirty years” was not then appreciated by the Chamber in the same manner 

t it is now. ‘Iad they been identical, there would hare been no reason why the 
Chamber should specially object to the Suez Certificate. 


‘The dues on vessels in ballast wore reduced 


December 29,1901 
Noveuber18, 1901 
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Tt is unnecessary to dwvell more upon this point ; as the official records give ample 
evidence that not only was the general practice of the Sues Canal Company after 1878) 
conformable to the Constantinople Rules, but that the Company constantly complained 
that the exceptions made by the Suez Canal Certifieates were far too liberal. (Come 
mercial No. 12, 1878). 

In regand to the modification of the “London Agreement,” the British Directors 
have already furnished confidential reports to the. Foreign Office (No. 19, Commercial, 
of the 21st May, 1904, and No, 27, Commercial, of the 25th June, 1904). In these 
reports the material features of that episode were set forth, and the proceedings which. 
Jed to the modification were adverted to. ‘The details of ‘the discussions. which took: 
place are contained in the British Directors’ Confidential despatch (No. 9, Commercial 
of the 7th June, 1900). 

Viewed broadly, the latter portion of the Sth Article of the London Agroement, 
which prescribes that the whole of the net profits, after a dividend of 25 per cent. is 
reached, shall be applied to the reduction of dues, until sueh dues are reduced to 3 fr. 
per ton, amounts practically to placing the holders of the original capital with which 
the Canal was constructed in the position of annuitants or debenture-holders, still 
liable for the administration of the enterprise and for its further development, but 
deprived for thirty or forty years of all expectation of participating in any’ increment: 
of fusiness or profit which night acerue from: thede capacity, their management, of 
their feugality, or from natural causes. Such a position—sueli a voluntary abvlication 
of their legitimate anticipations—may, in 1883, have appeared so remote as to be beyond: 
the range of their expectations, and to have been unworthy of serious consideration 4 
but, as the prosperity of the enterprise procceded, and the realization of the proscribed 
limit came nearer and nearer, the French shareholders manifested a firm determination 
not to submit to be thus set aside, and tho Administration realized that a dilomma 
was impending, in which they must either induce the British ship-owners to modify 
this part of the London Agreement or must expect to be defeated ata general moe 

he Landon Committee was consulted by the President, and they were knanimous 
in considering that such an onorous condition could not reasonably be maintalved, 
‘The British official Directors, regarding the question from the double point of view 
of shareholders and clients, foresaw that if the management was deprived of the 
inducement affonted by the prospect of participating in the profits the main motive 
for frugal and economical administration would be removed, and a. tomptation 
introduced to wasteful and extravagant expendituro in every direction which it would. 
bedificult, if not impossible, to control. In short, that by spending money upon staff, 
labour, works, and plant, it would result that no profit was made, nnd that there 
Would bo no diminution in the dues. ‘The literal application of the conditions was, in 
faot, calculated to dofent the very object they aimed at. 

Under these circumstances, they recognized that the only sound principle to 
apply to. the problem was to continuo the participation of the profits between clients 
and shareholders, and give to both the same material interest in promoting efficiency 
‘and economy. 

‘Thin solution was adopted confidentially in 1900 by the Board, in anticipation 
of possible objections being raised at the general meetings, 

‘Tho Chamber of Shipping now complain that the advantage accruing from this 
part of the London Agreement bas been improperly surrendered by the Landon Come 
mittee without consulting the British ship-owners. 

It is cvident from the history of the transaction that it was not one which 
admitted of a plebiscite, nor is it customary to treat questions of a confidential and 
delicate nature in that manner. It is further evident that, to whatsoever body of indo- 
Pendent experts the matter might bo submitted, the literal performance of that part 
of the London Agreement could not have been upheld. 

If the Chamber of Shipping had heen intrusted with the negotiation, and. had 
endeavoured to maintain the strict terms of the Agreement, there cannot be the 
slightest doubt that the next general meoting would have denounced it, and the 
solution would have been as far off as ever. As Loni Beaconsfield used to say," This 
is not the way the world is governed. ‘The world is governed by conciliation, by 
compromise, by the recognition of the rights of others, as well as by tho assertion. of 
ur own," In this spirit the subject was debated, and an amicable understanding 
arrived ai 

It seems not at all unlikely that, under the modified system, the reduction of 
the dues to 6 fr. may be attained in as short a time as under the condition of devoting 
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whole surplus profits to reduction. This may seem paradoxical, but when neither 
archolders for sunagers ire any incentive 9 make profi and many temptations 
to lavish expenditure, it is doubtful whether any profits would be made, 55 
‘The contention that the London Committee should be nominated by the ship- 
ywners of the United Kingdom appears at first sight to be unimpeachable; but, Ka 
investigation, it presents many practical dificulties. If the shipowners of the 
United Kingdom are approximately represented by the Chamber of Shipping ot the 
United Kingdom, the solution would be simple—the nomination might be placed in 
the hands of the Chamber. But itis clear thata London Committee, so eliosen—even 
though it might be accepted by the general meeting, which is doubtfal—would in 
general be of a persuasion, and of convictions, widely different from those held by 
tho present London Committee, ‘That body, ab hn been shown, still represents very 
ly indeed the negotiators of the London Agreement. It still represents many 0 
test Shipping Companies, and the most important elients of the Canal, Tho 
Tpterests of liner and eargo steamer constantly clash, A franchise of “ono moan 
one vote" would be intolerable to the former; and mere tonnage representation would 
oprive many of the latter of any voice. ‘3 i 
ow “On the hole he} sem that the system formerly practised affords the simplest 
and most efficent safeguanl to insure the representation ofall interests to a reasonable 
degree, Although the practico of reference was discontinued after Sir Bdwyn Dawos 
lection, it may be said that it had been, in fact, nover exereised offically. S 
‘The admission of a now member must await a vacancy, which is an extromely 
rare event; and it is so obviously the interest of the London’ Committee, of the 
of Dirvetors, and of the shareholders to 6o-opt suilablo persons and to have all interests 
represented, that itis estrmely doubtful whathor any other system of wletion would 
anawer better, particularly if it bo underatond that His Majesty’s Government reserva 
a right to offer an opinion on the selection, ‘Tho mere existeiee of such a procedure 
would be sufficient to obviate any necessity to resort to it. Hows rer indispul table 
many be the qualifications of tho present ody, it is now clearly recognizad by. ovary 
one that they have fallen out of touch with an important section of the shipping 


community, both by exeluding them from representation and by holding aloof from 


eee barriers appear to. o:stsceptible of. emmy removal, and ure ‘ralber 0 be 


smoothed over than brought into prominence. 
Verbumm sat sopientibur. 


a 
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jinutes of Proceedings at a Deputation to the Right Honourable the Marquess of 
Me Soont, KOs at te Foreign Office, Whitehall, 8.W¥., Thuraday, February 9, 1906, 
‘on the Management of the Suez Canal,—(Received February 10, 1903.) 


[The Deputation was introduced by Mr, W. F. G. Andorvon, Prosident of the 
British Chamber of Shipping.) 


r, Anderson. —Lord Lansilowne, you were good enough to afford me an opyor- 
facey een epee explaining some matter in conneetion with the Sues Canal 
trouble. I do not propose to oceupy your time long, but perhaps it will be neneesary 
for me to rofer to some of the grievances that shipowners feel at the present time. 
‘There ix no doubt that the fist, grievance they feel isin conneotion with the question 
of partially inclosed spaces, ‘That question was nover miso until the year 1800. 
Previous to that time there was, no doubt, a considerable number of vessels passing 


bh 8 aes 

gh the Suc Canal that had partially inclosed spaces, When eargo was carrie 
eh csleraue waseuacgeal tpre.ttaimare vaewtaal Camas ero ompt 
they were not included in the eaeulation of the Canal toanage dues of the vessel 
‘Thane spaces, no doubt, came to be extended ; bridge-housos wore enlarged, an 


id poops me ave boen enlarged—for other pur} 
perhaps forecastles and poops may also have ; seinen 
erlainly, than the carrying of cargo; but what appears to have agg ‘ 
situation was some shelter-deck voseels that Jewel through the Canal afiout the year 
1800, when the Sucz Canal Company raised this question, and wid that in future 
those spaces should bo incladed in the tonnage of thoso vessels, whether cargo was 
carried in them of not, ‘Then the Boar of Trade intervened, and succeeded in getting 


(1572) 
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the Canal Company to revert, I think, to the former arrangement, and charge for 
such spaces only when cargo was actually carried in them. I believe that arrange- 
ment worked for about three years—from 1809 to 1902—when the question was again 
raised, and the Canal Company insisted on charging dues on such spaces if cargo had 
once been carried in them. Well, we felt that to bea grievanco; we felt that it was 
a departure from the practice that bad existed ever since the Canal had been opened. 
A great many vessels had been built and designed on the faith of it, and we-thought 
wot in the interest of the Suez Canal Company itself, because those 

Fs ly be utilized under certain circumstances, ‘They are never ntilized on 
the outward voyages to the Hast; they are sometimes, but not always, utilized on the 
homeward voyages. ‘These spaces are very often used, for instance, for the carrying 
of coal, say, from Calcutta to Suez. ‘That coat is taken out of the vessels before 
it enters the Canal; cousequently, there is nothing in. those spaces w 
passing through the Canal, On the othor hand, it is quite possible, if rates of f 
wore exceptionally high, or fairly high, that ship-owners might use thowe xp: 
homewnrd cargo, and be peefectly willing to pay; but it is very hard upon the ship- 
owner that, if he once uses those spaces, ho sliould ever afterwards be pesalized by 
having those spiess added to the permauont Suez Canal tonnage of the vessel, 

‘What ix our grievanco with regard to that matter, We naturally, of course, look 
to what is called the London Committee to assist out of our trouble, I d 
know that I need dwell at any longth upon the position of the London Committee. 
I suppose your Lonlahip is aware of the circumstances under which the Loudon 
Committee ‘came to be formed originally, but, if I T will rofor to it in a fow 
words; About 1883 there wax a great deal of dissatisfaction in this country with 
regard to tho mangement of the Suez Canal, It was inadequate in a great many 
ways for the traffic, and many of the subsidiary charges were high; thers was a great 
fooling of dirsntisfaction and o yery strong Agitation in favour of an independent 
Canal (another Canal), and considerable progress had been made with that f i 
viow, At that time M. de Lesseps came over to London, with his su 
could posibly appeaso the British ship-owners, He got into communication with 
thom, and meetings took place extending over a fortnight. ‘The meetings were held 
at the P. and O. Company's offices, and were presided over by tho then President of 
the Chamber of Shipping. ir James Laing, who is now dend. ‘The reslt of thoso 
meetings wos this: M, do Lesseps agreed that there should be a Committee formed in 
London consisting of seven persons, to be cithor ship-owners, or merchants, or both, 
and that thoso seven persona should become ws of the Board of the Sucz 
Canal Company: OF course, they required to. qualify in tho samo way as onlinary 
Directory. Undoubtedly, the rensoa foe the eppointorent of thoes gentlemen was, {x 


ander that they might be intermediaries betwoen the Suer Canal Company. and the 


shipowners of this country ; that they might have an opportunity of hearing the 
grievances of British ship-owners and getting them remedied to insure smooth 
working of the Canal and the Canal Company. ‘Thingy wont on very well for a 
number of years, Vneancies occurred from. time to time on this London Committes, 
and ns the vacancies occurred they wore filled up by those gentlemen theinselves 
without over consulting tho ship-owners of this country, and oven when we began to 
Taiko the grierance about the incloed sptees, thoy fist of all told us they nd no 
power to discuss the matter with us (thoy would not disouss the matter with us), but 
thnt if we chose to make any representation to them or say auything to them, they 
would submit It to the Canal Company. We folt that if that was all that waa 
required, we could havo submitted it ourselves to the Canal Company without the 
assistance of the London Committes. Not only that, but the London Committes is 
not now oven composed wholly of “khip-owners and merchants.” ‘There are three 
members outof the seven to whom none of us could object. ‘There is Sir Thomas Suther- 
lind, of the Poninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company ; Sir James Lyle 
MacKay, of the British India Steam Navigation Company ; and Mr. James Green, of 
‘the Orient line; there is Mr. Alexander, who sold all his steamers a number of years 
ago, and is no longer n ship-owner; thon there is Mr. Donkin, of the north of 
Fughind, who also sold his business aud was out of it for some years; there is Lord 
Rathinore, who is noither a ship-owner nor a merchant, but I understand be is a 
personal friend of one of the members of the London Committee. We say that is 
hot a fhir representation of the interest of the ship-owners of thig country—that thoy 
do not adequately represent our interest—that they afford us no opportunity of 
expressing our views and conveying them to the Sues Canal Company, and that we 
ate veally in a worse position than we were before we had a London Committee at all. 
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If there was no London Committee, we would be able to go direct to the Suez Canal 
Company ; we should just the same powers ; but as things are at present, the 
Canal Company feel that so long as they are able to carry the London Committee with 
them they do not require to consider the views of, or to consult, the ship-owners of 
this country at all; they do not regard the London Committee themselves as the 
Ship-owners’ Committee, because it is convenient not to do so, though it is quite clear 
that the London Committes treat themselves as our Committee when vacancies 
cecur ; so that the whole position is in a most anomalous state. 

‘There is another matter: it formed part of the old armngement of the London 
Agreement, that eertain dednctions were to be made from the Canal dues according 
to the state of tho revenue, hut there was n limit—that was, that whonever the Sucz 
Canal dividend rose above 25 per cent., the whole of the surplus profit should be 
applied to the reduetion of dues until the dues fell to 5 fe, por ton. That yest of the 
Agreoment hax been departed from, with the consent of the London Committee, 
without the ship-owners of this couatty having heen invited to express thelr approval 
or disapproval. Taxt year the Suez Canal Compaty distributed 20 per cent. interest, 
instead of applying 1 per cent. to the nviuetion of the Suex Canal duce 

‘These are matters that have created vory great dissalisfaction. We feel that we 
‘are in very much the same state that we were twenty-one or twenty-two years ago. 
We have got no consideration from tho Chairman of the Suez Canal Company, bocnuse 

Is that he has got the London Committee with him on the one side, and the 
ade—with the best intentions in the world—he seems to think, aro to 

oxtent with him, What we desire to do is, if we can, to revert to somewhnt 

the same position as that which we wore in twenty-two or twenty-three years ago, and 
have a Confervace with the Suez Canal Company in London.” ‘Then matters might 
be discussed, Wo oannot certainly go beyond the letter wo have written to Sir Eldon 
Gorst, but we thought that the Government might seo their way to influence the 
Suez Canal Company to mect the ship-owners of this country and discuss these matters 
with them, without’the Canal Company being in any way committed in advance to 
their viows with, regard to these matters. 1 do not know that these matters are nt 
such n deadlock that it would bo impossible to arrive at some understanding. I think 
the ship-owners of this country are men of such remonable chameter and so 
Secustomed fo moet with diffculticn and deal with thom, that they would be able to 
find. some way out think if the Sues Conal Company mot us in a complaisant 
spirit we should ect them in that spirit, and some way would be found by which 
tho deadlock would be put an end to, Of course, wo oannot forgot that the Goyorn- 
ment is interested in this matter; they own about one-half the share capital of the 
Company ; they derive an enormous revenue from the Company year by year, and 
they aro represented by three Directors on the Board of the Company, although 1 
must confess that Ido not at present know the voting power of the Government. on 
the Board of the Suez Canal Company, or whether those Government Directors focl 


. called upon to protect in any way the interest of the British ship-owners, or whothor 


thoy consider themselves relieved from protecting the interest of the British ship- 
owners, inasmuch as this London Committoo aro representative of the abiij-owners, 
and are there to protect the interests of British ship-owners, which in reality thoy 
do not do. 

We ara not quite sure, Lond Lansdowne, whethier you would rather have somo 
ofher remarks made by some other gentleman immodiately, or whother you would like 
this to partake moro of a convermtional meeting, whore information might bo elicited 
that you might desire, rather than that we should tell you something more, 


Lord Lansdowne —I shall be very glad to listen to any observations. 


Mr. Anderson—I propose, then, to call upon Sir John Glover, who is a member 
‘of the Committee who negotiated the 1883 Agreement, to speak in regard to that 
‘London Committee. 


Sir John Glover (wlio was very indistinctly heard, was understood to 

follows) :—My Lord, I think the matter of the management of the Suez Ca 

most unsatisfactory position, and T do not think the fault is all on one 

Position is extremely difficult. Wo made the Agroement in 1883 with the Suex Canal 
‘Company, after long negotiation with M. de Lessops, senior, and M. de Lessops, junior, 
and signed an Agreement, the main points of which were that there should be a 
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reduction in dues according to the increase in the net profits of the Company. At 
one time 10-fr. dues were charged; then that charge was increased from 10 fr. to 
U4sfr, As the traffic progressed that went on, and the ment made in 1883 
provided that whenever there was an inerease in the dividend beyond 25 per cent. 
there should be a reduction in the dues, and that there should not be an increase in 
the dues, Tam very sorry the French poople have not been satisfied with 25 per cent. 
Your Lordship has already heant that Inst year they distributed 20 per cent. Well, 
my Lord, we think that that breaking of the Agreement—that the dividend should 
not exceed 25 per cent.—was n great breach of faith. ‘The Agreement was made with 
MM. do Lessops, father and son. On our part we have loyally observed it, and we did 
not expect that it would be broken on theirs; and we certainly did not expect that 
any gentleman on the Board of the Sue Canal Company would sanction the breach 
without communication with any ship-owner. We think it is a subject on which we 
have grave reason to complain—first, that the 25 per cent. arrangement should be 
gono away from; seeonly, that when any proposal of that sort was made the English 
shipcowners were not consulted. ‘The only other point is that that arrangement to 
limit the dividend to 25 por cent, was further restricted until dues fell to 5 fr. per 
ton ; so that there could be no mistake about it, my Lord ; the dividend might go'on 
on certain torms up to 28 por cent,, but when 25 per cent. was reached dues wero to 
be redood by the appropriation of all profits beyond 26 per cent. to the reduction of 
duos until those dues came to a certain lovel—that is to say, until they were reduced 
to 6 fr. per ton, 

Now, my Lord, wo think we have said enough to satisfy you that there is room 
for romoustrance with the English Directors, both the Government Directors and the 
other Directors, We think that the Agreement should have been adhered to, and if 
your Lordship thinks i€ right to assist us in bringing it about, wo think it would bo 
posible by some Conference to arrive at o reaffirmation of the 1883 Agreement, and 
that tho English Dinsetors would do their duty and see that that Agreement was kept, 
Tt was an Agreement. arrived nt after great trouble, No doubt your Lordship may 
romomber that Mr, Gladstone made an Agrooment—he and Mr, Childers—and that 
was rejected by the Hous of Commons, Mr. Gladstone himself suggosted thnt the 
ship-ownors and tho Canal authorities should deal with it and makoa much better 
Agreement. He imposed no worse condition upon tho Suex Caual Company than that 
they should be satisfied with what was at that time the unaccustomed dividend of 
25 por cont, Twill not waste your Lontship's time ; T will only add. that we should 
like 1m Conference which wo think would end now, as it did before, in a moro 
satinfactory stato of affairs, 


The Secretary of the Licerpoo! Aavociation My Lard, thore ar only one or two 
to 


figures that T will venture to trouble you with aftor what has already been stated 
to you. At tho present time, the Suez Canal Company are collecting a revenue of (in 
rotind figures) 4,000,000, of which 2,000,001. are applied in tho mnintonance of the 
undertaking. |The profits aro, roughly, 2,000,000, Now, my Lond, the eharges that 
tare being made by the Sues Canal Company at the present tine average, on the best 
caloulations wo can make, about 20 per cent. of the total freights we receive for 
carrying tho cargoes through the Canal to the Enst. Ionly venture to give you the 
figures to show you whnt a very important factor the charges made by the Canal Company 
are, and how heavily they bear on the trade of this country with the Kast, To make 
the 25 per cent. profit on their capital, the charges at the present time have to be 
maintanod at 100 por cent, in excess of the expenditure. Well, my Lord, itis obvious 
that it is only the monopoly possessed by the Sues Canal Company that enables them 
to make such chargos. If there wore not such a monopoly the returns that are being 
derived from the Canal are such as would tempt other capital in to make anothor canal 
or bring about a stato of affnirs that would certainly placs far less onerous charges on 
the trade that passes through the Canal, We quite appreciate that our Government as 
shareholders in the Canal aro part owners of that monopoly, but we venture to think 
it in not in the interests of the country that that monopoly, or the advantages of that 
monopoly, should be pressed too hard. Wo are after all the best customers of the 
Canal Company ; therofore, wo are the best customers of this Government as a share- 
holder in thot Canal Company, and we venture to think, my Lord, that if some 
reasonable Working arrangement could be made with the Canal Company by which 
they would bo contont with fair and reasonablo pay, it would be in the permanent 
interest of all the parties who are interested in tho Canal, 
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Lord Lansdowne—I have, in tho first place, to apologize to the deputation for 
having put them to the inconvenience of coming here at an hour different to that 
which had been fixed, but, as I think you know, another engagement, which was (shall 
I say?) of at least as important a character, has been sprung upon me in the last few 
days. A few weeks ago Mr. Anderson was good enough to call upon me, and lay 
before me a very full statement of the grievances which have been referred to iv the 
speeches that have been delivered this afternoon. He was good enough to leave with 
mea written Memorandum, which, I need not say, has been attentively considered, 
T understood that it was desired that that statement should be supplemented by one 
ar two other gentlemen representing tho same interes E was therefore vary lal to 
give you an opportunity of coming here this afternoon, and enforcing Mr, Anderson's 
statement by those other statements which you have now made, What 1 understand 

jour case really depends upon is this: that, in your view, tho constitution of the 

ondon Committes is not one which enables tham to represent the particular shipping 
interesta with which you aro connected. That really is the pivot of your case. ‘There 
are other grievances which you have mentioned, of a parenthetical description, to 
which I should be quite incompotent to give an answer, but as to the constitution of 
the London Committee, I am bound to say that it does appear to mo that although the 
Committee no doubt may fairly claim to represent the shipping interests in general 
and tho interests of cargo boats, as well as of passenger boats, I quite understand. that 

does not in your opinion, nor dors it in fact, represent the periouhe branch of tho: 
shipping industry with which you are connected. Now, I understand your suggestion 
as to that is that there shoild be a Conference at which these matters might be 
discussed. Personally, I see no objection whatever to auch a Conference, but, 
obviously, before a Conferenco can meet, you must secure the good-will and oonour- 
ronce of the other side in this dispute; therefore it seems to mo really that all I ean 
say to you this afternoon is this—that I shall take care that your views aro fully 
considered and represented, and that if the Government (which no doubt have an 
interest also in these matters) are able in any way to assist in bringing about a better 
understanding upon thesn points, it will be very satisfactory, and we shall bo glad to 
do s0. We will do what we can in that direction; but more than that, Tam afraid, it 
is quite impossible for me to say at the present time, 


Mr. Anderson.—Might I ask a question, Lond Lansdowne, in referonce to one 
remark you have made, that is, that While you will be glad, as { understand, to. assist 
in bringing about a Conference, before that could be done wo should require to satisty 
the London Committee that there should ben Conference. Now, our position is rather 
this: We say, apart altogether from the London Committoa, the ship-owners of thix 
country have certain important interosts whieh are affected by the action of the Suez 
Canal ‘Company; they desire to be brought into communication with the Canal 
Company in order that they may have an opportunity of disoussing their grievances, 
and seeing if they can be removed in somo way or other. We say the London Com- 
mittee does not represent us, and we would not like to be sent back to the London 
Committee for them to say whether there is to be a Conference or not, We say we 
want an opportunity of representing our own interest in direct connection with the 
Sucz Canal, and the only way in which we can do it is by means of the principal 
ship-owners of this country mecting the Suez Canal Company. ‘The principal ship- 
owners of the country are interested in this matter, and if we put outside Sir Thomas 
Sutherland and ws Lyle MacKay, I say we have the shipping interest of the 
country with us in desiring a Conference for the removal of these difficulties. Tt scoms 
to me it would be a little hard if we were obliged to convert Sir ‘Thomas Sutherland 
hefore there could be a meeting, because Sir Thomas Sutherland's interests, as # ship- 
‘owner, are entirely different from the interests of the other ship-owners of this country 
—the class of vessels Sir Thomas Sutherland owns is not the class of vessels owned by 
the great majority of the ship-owners of this country. It is truc there are many others 
employed in the Atlantic trade, but vessols of that lass principally belong to the 
P. and O, Company, and it would be a very different thing to us as reganis that class 
of vessels. ‘The P. and ©. Company at present have an immense advantage in the 
way in which the dues are calculated on vessels of the class they own as compared 
with vessels of similar gross tonnage of a different character; so that Sir Thomas 
Sutherland is wholly satisfied with he pre state of matters while other ship-owners 
are not, and it would be a great pity if wo were put into the position of having to 
‘convert Sir Thomas Sutherland befire we could have a meeting with the Suez Canal 
Company. 5 


(isa, 





Lord Lansdowue.—Will you kindly tell me, Mx. Anderson, what it is exactly you 
pose the Government should do? You spoke, I think, of bringing about amicable 
ditions in the management of the Suez Canal Company—I think that is the way 

you put it. Isit that His Majesty’s Government are invited to bring you and your 

friends into communi id contact, not with the London Committee, but with 


the Board of the Suez Canal Company? 


Mr. Anderson.—Yes, that is so, my Lord; that is what we want. 


Lard Lansdowne—I see. 


Mr. Anderson. —And not to be committed to the London Committee for ever as a 
favour. 


Sir John Glover,—On the question of increasing the dividend contrary to the 
1883 Agreemont, I do not know whethor you havo heani anything from either of 
the Government Direetors—or the London Directors—of the Company, but thet is a 
most serious mattor. 


Lord Lansdowne.—Yea; but do not all these questions really hang upon the main 
question; I mean if you could got s form of management that inspired you with 
conildende you would get, would you not, what you want as to the manner in which 

y handle these questions of dividend and tho other questions as well? 


Sir John Glover-—In the ense of an Agreement with a foreign Company with a 
limited dividend of 25 por cent., and anything above that to be applied to the 
reduelng of the dues pro roid, I cannot conceive when that was reached any 

iglishman consenting to the abrogation of that Agreement without renson, and 
here I cannot seo any reason, 


Mr. Anderson think your Lordship ix right in this respect; you see if we 
atinfled the representatives on the Board of the Canal Company and those repre: 
sentatives consulted the shipowners before they committed themselves to any 


important thing, that would be a stato of matters that we understood had been 
brought about by the London Agreement; but we are not consulted now any more 
than we were before the arrangement was made, and before they committed 
themselves, 


nord Lanedowne-—Well, 1 will undertake to consult with the Board of Trade, 
who ate as much concerned in the matter as this Department, on these questions, and 
Sonsider the statement Uhat havo heen mado on this cecasion and on other occasions 
when you huve beon good enough to come here. 


Mr.Anderson—mThank you; wo aro very much obliged to your Lordship. 


No. 13. 
British Suez Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.*—(Received February 11.) 


(No. 4 Commercial) 
My Lord, Paris, February 10, 1905. 

WITH roference to the question put in the House of Commons last year, we have 
the honour to transmit herewith to your Lordship an extract from the " Bxy 
Gazotto” of tho 11th ultimo, giving the nationality of the pilots employed by the 
Sucx Canal Company. 

We have, &c. 
(For the British’ Directors) 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LEE. 


* Copy to Board of Trade, February 14, 1905. 
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Inclosure in No, 18. 
Estract from the" Egyptian Gazette of the 11th January, 1905. 
Suns Caxat Priors, 


WHILE the present agitation against the treatment meted out to ship-owners 
xencrally by the Suez Canal Company is before the public, an opportunity is afforded 
of drawing attention to another instance, in which justice, at least, is not done to 
itis ship-owners, namely, inthe pilotage service, 

‘To deal with 4,009 ships which annually either trausit the Canal or touch at 
Port Said and Suez, the Company employs some 9 pilots of various nationalities, as 
follows :— 





umber of Filta. | Nitlonal preante of sipping 
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The figures speak for themselves, Surely tho number of British pilots should 
increavod in proportion to the percentage of British vessels, 





No, 14 
‘Treasury to Foreign Office.*—(Received February 14.) 


ir, ‘Treosury Chambers, February 18, 1006 

THE Lonls Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury have bad under oonside 
ation your lettor of tho 28th December, 1904, with its inclosures, respecting t 
proposal of the Suez Canal Company that the certifloatos in respoct of tho shares in 
the Company belonging to His Majesty's Government should not be ronowed when 
the present. supply of coupons expires on the Int July, 1906, 

In roply, Lam to state, for the information of the Marquoss of Lansdowne, that 
their Lordaisips assent to the proposal of tho Suez Canal Company, on the under 
standing that the Company will iaawe to Hiv Majesty's Governmont "Actions do 
Jouiwance” in return for drawn sharos, as under the present arrangement, and will 
undertake to supply the coupons should His Majesty's Government at any timo 

wire it, 
Tam, &c. 
(Signed) 2. W. ILAMILTON, 


British Sucs Cowal Dicectors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.t—(Received February 22 


(No. 5. Commercial.) 
My Lord, February 21, 1905, 
“WE have the honour to transmit herewith to your Lordship a copy of a letter 
addressed to the Secrotary-Gencral of the Suox Canal Company by Sir Henry 
Austin Lee, in accordance with tho terms of the Tressury lettor inclosed in your 
despatch No. 3, Commercial, of tho 18th instant, assenting, subjeot to cortain specified 


© Copy to Suez Ca 
't Copy to Treassry, Febroar 
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conditions, to the Company's proposal that the Suez Canal shares held by His 
Majesty’s Government should uot be renewed when the present supply of coupons 
expire on the ist July, 1906. 
We have, &. 
(For the British Directors) 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LEB. 


Inclosure in No. 15. 


Sir H, Austin Lee to M. Bonnet. 


M. lo Seordtaire-Général, Paris, February 21, 1905, 

IN reply to your letter of the 19th December, 1904, [am glad to be able to 
inform you that the Lonis Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury aswnt to the 
proposal of tho Suex Canal Company that the certifleates in respect of the shares 
hold in the Company belonging to His Majesty's Government should not be ronowed 
when the present supply of coupons expire on the Ist July, 1906; but this assent is 
given on the strict understanding that the President of the Company shall address to 
the Lonts Commissioners a formal note stating that the Suey Canal Company will 
continue to issue to His Majesty's Government * Actions de Jouissance” in return for 
drawn shares, as under the present arrangement, and will undertake to supply tho 
coupons should His Majesty's Government nt any time require 

Tam, &e, 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LE! 





No. 16. 
Treasury to Foreign Ofice—{Received March 18.) 


Sir, Treasury Chambers, March 17, 1905. 

T AM directed by the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury to 
acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 18th ultimo and ite accompanying copy 
of tho Minntes of Proceedings at a Depntation received by the Marquess of Lansidowne 
at the Forvign Office on the 9th ultimo on the subject of the management of the 
Suez Canal. 

In reply Iam to suggest that a copy of the Minutes should bo transmitted to the 
British Government, Directors, and to state that my Lards would be glad to be furnished 
with their views before expressing any opinion on the questions at issue. 

am, &e. 
(Signed) E, W. HAMILTON, 





No. 17. 


Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom to the Marquess of Lansdowne.®—(Received 
‘March 29.) 


5, Whittington Avenue, Leadenhall Street, London, 
My Lord, March 28, 1906, 

THAVE the honour, by direction of the Executive Council of this Chamber, to 
transtnit to your Lordship tho subjoined copies of Resolutions upon the two subjects— 
(1) departure from the Suet Canal Agreement of 1883 ; and (2) dites charged by the Suez 
Canal Company on yartially-inclosed spaces—which were unanimously agree to at 
the recent annual mecting of this Chamber, and to request for them the favour of 
your Lordship’s attentive consideration -— 


1, Departure from the Suez Canal Agreement of 1883. 


“That this Chamber protests against the Suez Canal Company having departed 
from the terms of the Agreement of 1883 made with the British ship-owners providing, 


* Copy to Directors apd licard of Trade, April 4, 1908, 


alia, that after a dividend of 25 per cent. had been paid to the sharcholders all 

ie net profits of the Company should be applied to the reduction of the dues until 

h dues were reduced to 5 fr. per ton; and it expresses its surprise and regret that, 
without any consultation with either this Chamber or aiiy other ropresentative body, 
the British Representatives on the Canal Board should have consented to this 
departure from the Agreement of 1883 hy which the charges for the Canal transit 
hhaye been since regulated. 

“This Chamber further resolves that copies of this Resolution be forwardel to 
the Prime Minister, the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, the President of the 
Board of Trade, the President of the Suez Canal Company in Paris, and to the Ohair- 
mau and members of the !.ondon Committee of the Sucz Canal Company.” 


2. Dues charged by the Suez Canal Company on partially-inclosed Spaces, 


“That this Chamber thanks the Executive Counoil for the efforts which thoy 
have made in this matter, and requests them to continue their exertions until the 
Suez Canal Company reverts to its former practice (which was confirmed by the 
‘Arrangement’ which was in foree from 1899-1002) whereby dues wore only charged 
on partinlly-inclosed spaces when, and to tho extent that, the same wore used for 
cargo-carrying purposes.” 

In teinsmitting these two Resolutions, Tam dirooted by the Exceutive Council to 
respectfully point out to your Lordship that this Chamber doos not consist 
appears in cortain quarters to be supposed —of individual shipowners, or ship-owning 
Companies, but that it is, on the contrary, a foderation of about thirty. ship-ownors’ 
Associations in the ports of Liverpool, London, Glasgow, Newenstlo, Sunderland, 
Hartlepool, Hull, Leith, Cardiff, Newport, and Bolfast, 

Although this Chamber doos not profess—and luis novor professod—to represent 
the Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company, whioh ty a subsidized mail- 
carrying Company, it doca claim to represent the Wi tho eargorsteamers of tho 
United Kingdom and, in addition, a large mumber of passenger-carrying livers which 
habitually make use of the Sex Canal, 

In Umnage measu this Chataber represents 14,000,000 tons gross of 
the 16,000,000 tons gross of British vowels now upon the rogistor of the United 

ingdom. 

Your Lordship will, doubtless, remember that you were so good ax to receive, on 
the 9th ultimo, a amall ‘private deputation—-represénting, jointly, this Chamber and 
the Liverpool” Steam Ship Owners’ Association upon the subjects to which the 
Resolutions transmitted herowith rofer, In replying to this deputation, your Lordship 

hat you would, in consultation with the Board of ‘Trad, carefully consider the 
nntations which had been mado to you by the deputation, 
Executive Council of this Chamber now dircot me to respostfully inquiro 
nue Loniship is, as yet, in a position t» inform them of tho rosult of your 
Lordship's deliberations upon the mattors in question 
L have, &e. 
(Signed) W. I. Cooke, 


Seoretory. 





No. 18 
Foreign Office to Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom. 


Sir, Foreign Office, March 31, 1905. 
WITH reference to your letter of the 28th instant respecting the administration 
of the Suez Canal, I am directel by the Marquéss of Lansdowne to state that the 
matter is still under the consideration of His Majesty's Government 
Tam, &e. 
(Signed) B GORST, 
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No, 19. 
British Sues Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.—(Received April 1.) 


(No. 6, Commercial.) 
My Lord, Paris, March 28, 1905. 
WITH reference to our despatch No. 5, Commercial, of the 21st ultimo, we 
the honour to inclose herewith a letter which has been addressed to us by the President 
of tho Suez Canal Company for transmission to the Lords Commissioners of His 
esty’s Treasury,® conlirming the arrangement come to that the Certificates in respect 
the Suez Canal shares belonging to His Majesty's Government should not be renewed 
when the present supply of coupous expires on the Ist July, 1906, on the strict under- 
standing that the Con Will continue to issue to His Majesty ernment 
“actions de jouissance” in return for drawn shares, and will undertake to supply the 
coupans should His Majesty's Goverument require it 
Wo have, &e. 
(Bor the British Directors) 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LEE. 





No. 20. 


Memorial of the Association of Chambers of Commerce of the United Kingslom rexpecting 
Suez Cunal Regulations.t—(Received April 5, 1905.) 


To the Mest Honourable the Ms lowne, K, 
rotary of State fo 


THE, Memorial of the Amsociation of Chambe merce af the 
Kingdom, of which the following Chambers of Commerce are members :— 


Aborileon, {Gloucwster 

Anglo-Bolg Goole 

Arbroath, ‘Groat Crit North Staffurdshin 

asian Chamber. Great Yar Norwich 

Barnsley Greenock: Nottingham. 
Barrow-in-Furness, Halifas, Oldham 

th, Hartlepoots Ow 

Belfast Hockmondwike Parix (British Chamber). 
Batley. High Wycombe. B 

Birmingham. Thudderstleld. " 

Bitwlal Hull 

Blackburn. Tnvernoss Porta 

Bolton. Ipawich. Read 

Bradford, Ttalian Chamber, Redirut 

Bristol Italy (British 

Burnley, Torsey. 

Bary. Keighley Southamp 

antiff. Kendal South of Scotland, 
Cheltenham. Kidderminster, Stockton. 
hesterfiold. pond 
Cleckheaton. nderland. 
Cork. r Sranee 
Coventry. a ‘orquny 
Groytton. otick. ‘Trowbridge. 
Dudley. Tanbridge Wells. 
Dundee. Liverpool, eld. 

Derby. Lanelly. 

Dowabury. London. Warrington. 
Dover. Londonderry West Ham. 
Dublin. Luton Wolverhampton. 
Dunfermline, Macclesfield. We 

Edinburgh. Manchester, Yeadon. 

Exeter Middlesborongh. York 

Falmouth. Marley. 


+ Notp {Cony to Directors, Treasury, and Boant of Trade, Apel 7, 1905. 


Sheweth : = 

That your memorialists, at their recent annual meeting, unanimously adopted the 
following Resolution :— _ e 

“That this Association asks that the influence of the Foreign (fice and the Board 
of Trade may be exerted with the Suez Canal Company with the object of re-vstab- 
lishing the status quo ante in the matter of yartially-in aces, which form no 
part of the registe F of the ve and which are usod only occasionally far 
the siorage of cargo; also that this tion urges that the owners of all classes of 
British shipping making use of the should be adequately represented on the 
London Committee 

That, with respect to the Regulations of the Suez Canal Compony, your memorialists 
desire to draw your attention to the following consider = 

1. The bri aki wz of the provisions of the Suez Canal Agroemont of 1883 by the 
Svez Canal Company. * It was agreed that the profits of the Canal should bo divided 
equally in reducing the rates aud in dividends for shareholders up to 25 por cent, 
beyond wh © of the net profits were to be given to the reduction of the 
transit rates until they were reduced to 6 ff, when again the shareholders would 
share in the profits. This went on until last year, when a dividend was declared of 
26 per cent., but there was no rednotion of the rates, thus breaking the Agroere 

2. ‘The want of adequate representation of the Cargo Steamship owners on the 
Suez Canal Directorate. It is desired that all classes of steam-ships should be repre 
sented upon the London Committec, ‘The wsers of the Canal aro two classes, liners and 
cargo boats. One-half of the & age passing through the Canal belongs to each of 
these classes; on the London Committee the liner interest is overwhelming! 
sented, and tho cargo boat interest is not roprosented at all. This state of things 
‘ought not, in the opinion of your memorialiats, to be allowed 10 contin 
of the cargo vessels contribute one-balf of the rv ue of the Canal. 

3, The charging of dues on partially-inclosed xpaces when the same aro not being 
used for cargo-carrying purposes. 

The Suez Canal Company should rovert to their former practice, whereby due 
wore only charged on partially-inolosed spaces when and to the extent’ that the sino 
wore used for cargo-carrying purposes. Ship-owners are quite willing to pay for the 
spaces when the uied, but frequently on the outward and homeward voyage they 
ate seldom used, but according to the Canal Company, having once had cargo in these 
spaces, they have to pay for all time 

Your memorialists, therefore, hopo that His Majesty's Governmont will make 
representations to the Suex Canal Company with a view to providing a remedy for the 

complained of. 
iven under the Common Seal of this Association, tho 3rd day of April, 1905. 
(Signed) W. H. HOLLAND, President, 
EDWARD W, FITHIAN, Secretary. 


Parliament Mansions, Victoria Street, Wettminster, 
April 8, 1905. 





British Svea Canat Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.*—(Received Aprit 8.) 


- Commercial.) 
Paris, April 3, 1905, 
have the honour to report that at the Couneil of the Sues Canal Company 

hold this day M. 1. H. Ruyssenaers wos unanimously elected to fill the place on tho 
Board rendered vacant hy the recent death of hix compatriot, M. Anslijn, 

M. Ruyssonaers served for twenty years in the Netherland Diplomatic 

ag tour yeara of which ho wus Minister at Uskon, and riproscnted tha Dutch 
Government on the Suc al International Commission which mot at Paris in the 
year 188 

M. Ruyssenacrs is now Sccretary-Genoral of The Hague Permanent Court of 
Arbitration. 

* Copy to Trossary nd Board of Trade April 12, 1905 
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At the same Council M. Casimir-Perier was appointed to fill the late M. Anslijn's 
place om the Managing Committee. 
We have, &e. 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LEE 
. C. ARDAGH. 
ANSTRUTHER. 





No. 22. 
Sir J. Ardagh (o Prince d Arenberg.—{ Communicated by Sir J. 


Mon cher Prince, 

EN attendant notre rpport officiel, naissance du’ Foreign 
Office et du Board of Trude, verbalement, lo résultat do la néu Somité 
Consultatif sur In question de ‘la nomination d'un wu 
tiens i vous donner, tout confidentiollemont, les impressions produites par In sélceti 
do Mr, Hughes par le Comité de Lond 

Vous avez exprimd Vopinion, qu’en choisissant, le Comité devrait prondre on 
considdration les sentiments qui existent depais longtemps parmi cette section des 
nrmateurs Anglais, dont la Chamber of Shipping est Vinterprite. 

Jo partaga cotte opinion, et je me suis rallié i ation de Sir Heney 
Austin Lee, qu'ancune sélection né donnerait contentoment que cell d'an membre 
de 11 parait quo ootto idée a aussi été entretonuo par certains membres 

Consultatif, et qu’lls Yont abandonnée en déféronce aux convietions do lens 
1. 
‘Toutofois, la nomination de Mr. Hughes par Sir Thomas Sutherland a été aceepto 
le 6 O% Vabstention des trois membres qui 
représontont le Gouvernoment de 
abres ont rappolé qu'il existait, jusqu’A Vannée 1803, w duro de In 
rt do l’Administration du Canal de demander, confidenticlloment, avant Pacceptation 
vo d'un candidat pour le Comité Consultatif, wil y avait, de la part du Gouver 
Majests ject conque Ain nomination propose, L'usag 
dopuis cotta année & maix I'Administration peut tonjours | 
five revive lies, iL mo wemble quion y trourorait un 
ace 

Les dovoirs du Comité de Londres ont t6 définis par votre illustre prédécense 

et Sir Thomas Sutherland les a désignés comme ci-dessous ; “To attend to 

ht arise between the Ci nd their English customers 

ici la contention d'une seotion importante des armateurs Auglais, dont une 
dipatation a ét6 regue wécemment par le Marquis de Laux “Le Comité de 
Londres, tel qu'il est actuellement, n'est pas une roprésentation impartinle des armas 
tours du Royaumo-Tni. Il ne lour donne aucune occasion d’exprimor lour point de 
vue, ou den prévenir la Compagnie du do Suez. Tlx sont réellement dans un 
poniti encore que colle qu'ils occupaient avant Vétablissemont du Comité de 
Fouts. 

C'est une réclamation trix sériouse, ot, de plus, il est incontestable que le Comité 
no eomprond yas parmi ses membres tin seul représontant des intéréts de eotte 

jon vies armateurs connue par la disignation de tramps," par contraste avec les 
“linors.” Nous avions espéné que Ja nécessité de remédier A cette injustice était si 
évidente que Ia premitre occasion serait saisie par le Comité de Londres de désigner 
in roprésentant de cos intra 

Malgré les hautes qualifications de Mr. Hughes, son éleetion ne remplirait pas ies 
conditions youl naison Harrison, dans Inquello it est intéressé, est essentielle~ 
ment uno C cargo liners,” lige dans 1a “ Conference,” et’ si nomination 
lisse le sujet de plainte encore en pleine vigueur ct agitation sans diminution 

Rvidemment, c'est dans les intéréts do Ia Compagnie da Canal de Suex que toutes 
Jos nuances d'opinion parmi les armateurs A ‘seraient représentées sur le Comité 
Consultatif. J'ai la permission de vous assurer que le Marquis de Lansdowne, aussi 
Lien que le Marquis de Salishury, partagent cet avis, et qu'ils sont trés sensibles de 
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Yesprit de conciliation que vous avez toujours manifesté en yous efforsant de yaincre 
les difficultés qui surgissent de temps en temps entre le Canal et ses clients, 
Je serai bien aise de savoir comment vous envisages Ia situation. 
Veuillez, &e. 
J, C, ARDAGH. 





No. 23. 
Britigh Suez Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansitowne.—(Received April 14.) 


(No.8. Commereial,) 
My Lord, Paris, April 8, 19 
WE have the honour to transmit herewith to your Lordship a copy of a letter 
ssed by the Resident British Diroctor in Paris to the Secretary of the TTreasary, 
g tho market value on the 31st March lst of the shares held by His Majesty's 
ment in the Suez Canal Company. 
our Lordship will observe that tho valuo of tho shares has increased duting the 
past year from 28,009,924/. on the Bist March, 1904, to 30,857,756), on. the 
31st ultimo. 
We have, &e. 
(For the British Directors), 
(Signod) H. AUSTIN LEE, 


Inclosure in No. 23. 


Sir H. Austin Lee to Treasury, 
Sir, Paris, April 1, 1905, 
WITIL reference to my letter of the Ist. April, 1904, I beg to roport that the 
market value of tho shares held by Hix Majesty's Government in the Suea Canal 
Company on the B1st ultimo amounted to 776,072,640 fr, equivalont, at the ourront 
exchange of 25 fr, 18 0,, to the sum of 30,357,7551,, as compared with 725,028,202 fr., 
or 28,009,9242, on the lat March, 1004, the increase in value being owing to tho rio 
in the price of the shares during the year, vis. : 
Capital shares from 4,132 fr, 50 0. to 4422 fr. 50 0. 
“ Actions do jouixsanco” from 3,445 fr. to 9,600 fe. 
following statement shows how the above extimato is arrived at 
17OS8L capita starsat, Ain 8 we 4407740 
(G18 *etlone de Joulmmance" at 2. (000 = ‘21,664,800 
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T havo, &e.” 
(Signed) Hi. AUSTIN LER. 





No. 24, 
Prince d' Arenberg to Sir J. Ardagh—(Communicated by Sir J. Ardagh, Aprit 18.) 


Compagnie Univereelle du Canat Maritime de Sves, 
Mon cher Sir John, te 18 Avril, 1905. 

VOTRE lettre mo parvient, et je veux vous en remercier sans ordre un instant 

Mioux qu'un autre, vous savez combien je désire rester on debors des discussions qui 
surgissent quand il agit do désigner un’ candidat appartenaut i la nationulité Ang! 
Jo pense quil est de mon dovoir de laisser A mes collagues d'outre-Manche Mentiiro 
Tiberté de leur choix, et aussi Yentidre responsabilité de leur désignation. Et il ma 
scmble quil doit en étro ainsi, car je récatneral toujours la méme batts et In mdmne 
Tesponesbilité quand il eagirs de choisit un sdaiinlatratour Brancais: = 

Jo puis avoir mon opinion sur In meilleure direction & prendre pour faire ehoix d'un 
nouvel administrateur, et je ne me suis pas privé d'indiquer estte opinion avant que le 

(as72 
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Mais B sarrétait, ot de 
tionnelle que j'ai 
ras, et je Tai presque regrett 


Comité Consultatif flit appelé a procéder 3 ui 
sarréter, mon intervention. C'est par suite 
assisté Vautre jour a la réanion quia eu liew Ru 

aque ma présence semblait indiquer que je prendre part A la diseussion. 
Yous aver romarué, duilleurs, que je n'ai fit qu'une observation, et celle-ci ne 
concernant que des intéréta pureient Praneais la résolution que le Comité était 
appelé a prendre, j'ai tenn a Iaisscr son initiative s'exorcer en toute libect 

Vous saver la valeur que attache anx avis du Gouvernement Anglais, et combien 
d'une manidre générale, vous me trouve disposé & en tenir compte, Je woublie pas, en 
offist, que le Gouve it Anglais eat A la fois le plus important et le plas Sdsle’ de 
nos associa, Mais jo ne pula non plus oublier q ntéréts Britanniques sout aussi 
repréaentés dane lo Conseil d'Administration de la Ci io par vos collégues Anglais 
du Comité Consultatif de Londres. 

Dans une question commo celle de Ia désignation d'un rouvel administrateu 
jVentiine qu'il convient de Inigser A ce Comité Vindépendance dont it est justemen 

ioux, ot lorsque son dusinent Prisident, Sir Thomas Sutherland, appuyé par tous 

uubres qui, , teprésentent les armatours, nous indique le nom de colui qu'il 
juge le plux qualifé pour remplic to vacant, co nom doit nécessairement rallier 
‘Hinnnienité de suffrages des sdministratouss Frau. 

Pour vous dire fe food da ma ‘pensde, je verrale avec beaucoop de regret que 
Vopinion du Gouvernoment Ay ition aveo colle do vos colldyue 
ropréontants des armateurs, dans uno question qui eat essentiellement de Ia compdétenice 
do courx~ ant donné Ie caractiew international de a Compagnie, il se pourrait 
qu'une intervention de cette nature amenit d'autres Gouvernement A prétendre 

oroer aussi uno influence aur loa choix des administrateurs, ot cotte ingérence 
‘apronsettrait gravement indépendance qu'il est dans Vintérét do tous de maintenir 
A la Compagnie. 

Tajoute, onfin, que le choix do Mr, Hughes est aujourd'hui chose connue, It 
nffiea quill soit annoneé dans quelque journal—et ecla ne manquera pas d'arriver—pour 
quo la promo le répdte dans le monde entior, No c qu'il nornit bien tard 
pour reprendre une question relative au successour de Mr. Weateay? Je vous en faix 
Jiige Vous-ndine, 

Lainwoz-moi, on finissant, vous remersior do votre cordinle amitié et do In eontiance 
que vous me té Jo chercherai toujours a vous prouver en toutes cinconstances 
combien jon sulk touchd, ot lorsque des diffoultés surviendront, co n'est pas de moi 
quiellos viendront 

Veuilles, &e. 
(Signs) AUGUSTE D'ARENBERG 


No, 28. 
Treasury to oreign Office.°—(Received April 19.) 


Bir, Treosury Chambers, April 18, 1905. 

‘THB Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury direct me to nequnint you, 
for the information of tho S¢ of State for Foreign Affairs, that they have had 
under eonsideration the mode of remitting the dividends and interest on the qualifying 
sharos of the Hritish Government Directors of the Suez Canal Company 

By a 'Treastity Minuto of tho 18th December, 1894, arrangements were made for 
bringing to account the dividends and interest on the Government holding of shares. 
No corresponding arrangement has yot been made as regards the qualifying shares of 
the Di 1 it would not be convenient to apply the same procedure to those 
shares, as the income arising therefrom is treated as an appropriation iu aid of the 
‘Treauury Vote, and uot pail into the Exchequor. 

It appears to my Lords that the simplest course would be for the Company to 
romit the amount due on each occasion in respect of the qualifying shares by cheque 
direct to this Department. I am accordingly to request that the Govern 
Directors may bo instructed to give such authority to the Company as may be 
necessary to admit of this proposal being carried out for the future. 

‘The Company's cheques should be drawn payable to the onder of His Majesty's 
Paymaster-General, and transmitted to the Scoretary, Treasury, Whitehall, Loudon, 


© Copy to Dirwetors, April 22, 1908, 
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1 fo add that it would be convenient if the same procedure could be adopted 
ting the proceeds of any qualifying shares which may be drawn for 
ment. 
Tam, &e, 
(Signed) E, W. HAMILTON. 


No. 26. 


Prince d'Arenberg to Sir J, Ardagh—(Communicated by Sir J. Ardagh, May 18.) 


20, Rue de la Ville U Beéque 
Mon cher Sir John, le. 6 Mai, 1905, 
OUS aver certainement constaté, comme nous, Vaccueil fait dans la presse 
Anglaise i Ia nomination de Mr, Hughes. J’ isir les organes les plax 
hostiles 4 1s Compagnie, tels que la “Shipping Ga ir de commenter 
cotte nomination, alors quo les journaux de Liverpool approuvaient franchement votes 
choix. Lagitation quo l'on pouvait redouter ne s'est dono pas encore produite, ot il 
Fespérer qu’elle ne se produira pas, si rien ne vieut ramener Pattention sur 
tion du suecesseur do Mr. Westray, Dans ccs conditions je pense que la publica- 
rapport ollie dont vous me parlez dana voto let da'20 Avsil_ pourri 
cuses conséquences, s'il accusait, ¢ e lottre clleeméme, un 
cord entre vous et vos coll oflciols, Jo mis bien que les rapports 
ulressés au Foreign Ollice ne sont dluits dans Ia presse, mais 
je me permets d'appeler votro attontion sur ¢ ison de In publicit 8 66 
Jounée & votre lettre da 9 Juin, 1904 Cotte lettre, in collont esprit, a été 
moins exploitée par In Chamber of Shipping et par les journaux que nous font In 
guerre. Tls y ont pmisé des arguments pour attaquer lo Comité de Londres aveo une 
extrime violene 
Do semblab mouvelaiont en co moment, somiont do natuny 
¢ et dans Ia confidence nuituelle qui est si 
nécessaire of que personue plus quo moi ne désire voir #6 tro tous les membros 
du Conseil d’Administration, 
e sais quo vous désires cot apaisernont ot cette ontente au mime degré que mol. 
Liamitié que vous voulez bien me tmoigner, le dévouement & yotro Compagnio 
dont vous nous aves donné tant de prouves, ot dont je no sauruis trop Yous ten 
fairo part tris franchement do mos nppréhensions, Vous mo 
un grand plaisir en mo disant ev que vous en pense, 
Veuillez, &e, 


The Britioh Sues Canal Dicectors to the Marquess of Lonsdowne.®—(Reccived May 23,) 


(No. 8a. Commercial.) 
My Lord, Paris, April 30, 1906, 

WE have the honour to report that, at the usual monthly mooting of the London 
Committee of the Sucx Canal Company, held at the London office on the Sixt ultimo, 
the resignation, on account of failing health, of Mr. J. B. Weate original nromber 
of the London Committee, was announced, Mr. Westray hid ‘boon Becrotary to the 
Association of Ship-owners, which negotiated the London Agreement of 1883, 

It will be in your Lardahip's recollection that one of the eomuplaints of the deputa- 
tion of ship-ownors on the Oth February Inet was that the London Comittee, as at 
presont constituted, did not fairly reprosc 
and that, in this respect, they were in 

ppointunent of the London € 


ners in this country 

wore before the 

ir disapproval of the general 

1 its constitution, and took 
iption to four out of the seven members 

We are satisfied that the main griovanco of the shipowners represented by the 

atation is that the owners of the class of vessels in which the majority of thems nro 


* Copy to Treasury aud Board of Trade, May 29, 1908, 
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interested, viz,, the cargo steamers, or “tramps,” have no exponent on the London 
Committee. 

We therefore entertained a hope that the Commercial Directors would 
themselves of the vacancy cecasioned by Mr. Westray’s resignation to select a Director 
wrho represented that intereat. Some of them certainly manifested a disposition to do 
0, and certain names were discussed. The Chairman, however, declared his preference 
for the selection of Mr. John Hughes, of the Harrison Line, which sails from Liverpool, 
and sends a large tonnage through the Suez Canal. ; 

We are informed that the nomination of Mr. Hughes will be acceptable to the 
majority of the Liverpool ship-owners, and that the vessels owned by the firm are cargo 
steamers, 

‘The nomination of Mr. Hughes appeared therefore, prima facie, as tending to 
appease the agitation against the Suez Canal Company which has been carried on by 
the Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom for the last two years. But we 
understand that the Harrison Lino, though engaged in freight trafic, belongs essentially 
fo the “liner” class, and participated in what is called the “Conference,” 
“ Conference " is a combination of ship-owners whose chief object is to keep up freights 
by a gestem of co-operation and exel ctrimental to non-participators, and 
notably to thi ship-owner ¥ 0 treated a8 interlopers. = 

As the Chamber of Shipping is essentially the champion of the latter class, ft in 
probablo that the nomination of Mr. Hughes will not be rogarded by them as any 
concession to the views that they submitted to your Lordship at their recent interview. 

aa official Directors, did not deem it desirable to intervene in the discussion, 
and the meeting closed. 

On the 3rd April, before the usual meeting af the Conseil d’Administration in 
Paris, tho Prosident aaked the Commercial Directors to sneot him at the officon of the 

already in attendance a8 official Directors, wo wero invited to be 

of the nomination of a member of the London Committee to 

wax again discussed by the Commercial Directors. Sir Thorman 

ail occurred ut the London meeting, Prince d'Aronberg 

declared his willingness to accept without reserve the nomination of the Loudon Com- 

mitteo, and made a specinl appeal to them to come to a decision that day in order to 
avoid delay in giving notice to the Council 

In tho convorsition whieh ensued we 


odd out that wnce at the weeting 


didnot imply ibility for the welvetion, and that we should abstain from 


voting. inion was exprowsed that, in view of the manifest discontent of thit 


section of tho ship-owners represented by the Chamber of Shipping, tho n tien of 
the case would only be met by the selection of m leading member of that body. We 
ly to the formar practice, which had obtained up to the year 1 

x Hor Majesty's Government approved of the Director to b 
selected by the London Committee before his namo was submitted for tho approval of 
the Council. ‘This practice posaqsand many advantages, and it is one which we 
respectfully sugguat might conveniently bo renewed. [We refer your Lordship to our 
dospntch No, 30, Commercial, of the 19th Auguat, 1901.) 

Sir Thomas Sutherland disclaimed any obligation on the part of the London 
Committee to submit the name of the proposed new Director for the approval of His 
Majesty's Government, He then formally propowed the natne of Mr. John Hughes, 
and, there being no countorpropoaal, it was decided that tho President should give 
notice to the Council of his intention to submit the name of Mr. Hughes for election at 
the next meeting. t 

While we recoguize that Mr. Hughes is eminently qualified to repres 
important interests of the Companies owning cargo steamers, we are of op 
the London Committee would have been well advised had they selected for the vacant 
wat on the Boar a ship-owner more directly roprosonting those who have been 
prominent in the recent agitation, 

Wi add that our recoption and that of our colleagues by the Prosident 

Eaetprince diAvntede repeatedly expressed his 
¥ with the London Committee and with His Majesty's 
Government, 
Wo have, &e. 
Signed) H. AUSTIN LEE 
J. ©. ARDAGH. 
H. T. ANSTRUTHER, 


No. 28. 
The British Suez Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.—(Received May 19.) 


(No. 9. Commercial.) 
My Lond, May 5, 1905, 

WE’ have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of copy of the Minutes of 
Proceedings at a deputation to your Lordship on the 9th Febroary ou the subject of 
the Suez Canal, with an intimation of your Lordship’s desire that we should offer our 
observations on this document. 

‘These contentious matters have formed the subject of extensive correspondence and 
numerous editorial articles in the shipping journals for many months, and have also be 
discussed by various Associations connected with shipping and conimerce, and we fool 
that the views of these influential bodies should not be ignored in the considerations 
which we submit to your Lordship. 

As it may be thought advisable to communicate the views which we hold to the 
patties specially interested, as well as to other great Departments of Stato, we have 
deemed it fitting to preface our observations with n brief explanation of the’ position 
which we occupy a¥ nominces of His Majesty's Governmont upon the Council of the 
Suez Canal Compan; 

‘On the 24th 1875, the Viceroy of Egypt sold his holding of 176,603 
Suez Canal shares to His Majesty's Government for 4,000,000, In Jane 1876’ the 
Council of Administration of the Suez Canal Company submitted for neceptance as 
Directors by the general mecting of sharcholders tho three follow ex denignated 
by His Majesty's Government, viz: Colonel John Stokes, OF Rivers Wilson, 
Koq,, ©.B.; and E. J, Standen, Esq. They were formally appointed by the Karl of 
Derby on the 20th July, 1876, and wero directed to report to, and, when necessary, 
consult and ask for instructions from the Scerctary of Stato for Foreign Affairs, 'Thoit 
qualifying shares wero provided by the Treasury, and held by them in trast for the 
Crown. Colonel Stokes and Mr, Rivers Wilson reecived 8001. per annum, with travelling 
and incidental exp and Mr. Standen, who was directed to reside in Paris, received 
800/, per annum. ‘The present official Directors are paid entirely by feos trom the 
Canal Company, and receive no salary or allowances from public funds for their services 
on tho Board, ‘Thoy are, collectively, tho chavnel of cominunication between. Hix 
Majesty's Government aud the Suez Canal Company, and represent the Forcign Office 
in all matters commercial or political which the Secretary of State refers to thom in 

n with any Department of State, ‘They also re presont the ‘Treasury as 
76,002 Suex Canal shares owned by Hix Majesty's Government, constic 
tuting soven-sixteenths of the whole original capital of the Canal ( ny, purchased 
for 4,000,000!, ‘These shares are now worth about 34,000,0001., bringing in annual 
dividends of about 1,000,001. to the National Exchequer. Finally, the official Directors 
represent the Board of Trade, which supervises the intorests of shipping and maritime 
commerce, including all questions relating to tonnage and duos, on which points the 
Board is constantly in touch with the ship-owners and other bodies concerned. The 
ial Directors, therefore, represent both British shareholders and British clients, the 
former owning nearly one-half the enterprise, and the latter furnishing in tonnage about 
two-thirds of its traffic. The interests of these two bodies ore in several reapects 
antagonistic and didieult to reconcile, but they are so far identical that the prosperity of 
the Suez Canal is dependent upon the amount of business brought by ite customers, and 
their contentment must be the primary object of solicitude to all concerned ia its 
management. 


The London Committee. 


The deputation which was received by your Lordship on the 9th February, 1905, 
expressed, on behalf of the shipowners whom they represented, very profound dissatis, 
faction with the present constitution of the London Committee. “The fecling is, perhaps, 
most comprehensively summed p in 4 single phrase used by the President of the 
Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom, Mr. W, F. G. Anderson, who said: “We 
are really in a worse position than we were before we hada London Committee at all.” 

i 
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‘The origin of that body has been frequently alluded to in the course of recent 
wublie discussions and correspondence, but as it appears to us that some important 
details are imperfectly kuown, we venture to recall to your Lordship’s notice the course 
of events whieh led to the London Agreement of 1883, 

After prolonged negotiations between Her Majesty's Government and the President 
of the Suez Canal Company, an Agreement, subject to ratification by Parliament, was 
signed on the 10th July, 1883, 

Tis terms eomprised:— 


2) ‘The construction of a second canal, 
,) Reduction of 2} fr. per ton for ships in ballast. 
(c,) The reduction of pilotage dues hy one-half, and their eventnal abolition, 

(2.) The reduction of transit dues on a sliding scale as dividend increased. 

(c) One of the British Directors to be Vice-President, 

(£) ‘Two British Directors to be members of the Finance Committec, and one to be 
«member of the Managing Committee, 

(g.) A British naval officer to be appointed Inspector of Navigation. 

(hs) proportion ofthe pilots to be British, 

(i.) The good offices of Hor Majesty's Goverament to be employed in obtaining 
the consont of the Egyptian Government to grants of land for new eanal, for fresh: 
wator canal to Port Said, and for prolongation of the Concession. 

().) The Egyptian Government to receive an additional 1 per cont. of net profits, 

(k,) The British Government to lend the Canal Company 8,000,001. at 
2g per cont, 


Yommons refused to ratify this agreement, ebiefly owing to dis- 
nancial aid to an exclusive concession, 

M. Ferdinand: de Lemeps then wrote a very courtoons and friendly letter to 
Mr. Gladatono, in whieh he formally declared that, notwithatanding the cancellation of 
tlie agreoment the second canal should be immediately carried out, and all’ the 
reductions of tolls provided for should tako effect, 

Tn September of that year instructions were issued for the reduction of the dues 
ou ships In ballast, and for relieving ship-ownors from the charges for floating vesvela 
which had gone agromd, {t wax also decided that an International Commision of 
Engineers and Ship-owners should udvise ax to the technical works to be undertaken, 
and M, de Losseps undertook to visit England during the autumn and attend meetings 
at the important commercial centres. 

‘The attitude of the British ship-onners at that time may be judged by the following 
‘extracts : 

‘The Hartlopools Ship-owners’ Society telegraphed to Lord Granville on the 19th 
July, 1888, in the following terms :— 


This Society emphatically protests agoinst the provisional Agreoment made by 
the British Government with M. de Lesseps, which they res 
of the commercial interests of Great Britain,” 


‘The London Chamber of Commerce passed a Resolution, in which, after recounting: 
that “the claim of M. de Lenseps to a monopoly of maritime canalization in Egypt is 
denied by lawyers and commercial men of the highest authority," they express their 
opinion that the whole question of the Canal should be inquired into, cither by a 
Royal Commission, or in such way as Her Majesty's Government may determine, 

‘The Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom passod the following Resolution 
on the 13th July, 188% 


“That the Executive Council specially object to the advance of so large an 
amount of British capital to a foreign Company which will not even consent to have a 
domicile here ; to the most inadequate and remote arrangements for reduction of dues 
and pilotage ; to the fact that it is not proposed to abolish the special Suez Canal tonnage 
cottifieate ; to the cireumstance that no increase in the proportion of British Directors 
ig provided for; and the Executive Council earnestly trust that the House of Commons 
will refuse to confirm the provisional Agreement made by Her Majesty's Government 
with M. de Lesseps.”” 
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On the 20th August the Chamber of Shipping addressed a further letter to Lord 
Granville, in whieh they say :— 


“That it is long since British ship-owners came to the conclusion that it was 
useless to address any complaints to the Suez Canal Company. What British ship- 
‘owners are now concerned about is the only remedy to the existing state of affuirs— 
viz, the construction of a second independent canal—by which alone that healthy 
‘competition would be secured, which would make the two canals yield the most efficient 
and economical service for the traffic between Europe and Asia. 

“Any arrangement which would tend to increase M, de Lesseps’ monopoly ouglit 
not, in the opinion of this Chamber, to be made on any terms whatever.” 


The Associstion of Chambers of Commerce of the United Kingdom, at a meeting: 
where forty-six Chambers were represented, carried the following Resolution : 


“That, on account of our interests in the East, it is most important that a second 
canal should be provided between the Mediterranean and the Red Sea, to be made 
by the coment of the Khedive of Egypt, in which British interests shall bo 
adequately represented.” 


Shortly afterwards an important combination of steam ship-owners engaged in 
Eastern trade, whose members were owners of three-fourths of the tonuage annually 
passing through the Suex Canal, was formed for the purpose of promoting the constric- 
ion of a second casal, ‘hey wore advised, “according to the highest authority it was 
in their power to consult, that no legal obstacle to the construction of a second canal 
cexisted."* 

While disposed to pursue their object, they desired to act in concert with Hor 
Majesty's Government, and were recommended by Lord Granvillo to enter into dircet 
commtnieation with the Suez Canal Company, 

Accordingly, several interviews took place betwoen the members of the Association 
and M. Charles de Lesseps, representing the Company, and on the 80th November, 1883, 
conditions were drawn up tor the future administration of the Suez Canal, comprising 
twelve points, known as the “London Agreement,” or “ Programme de Londres 

‘These conditions were that :— 


1. A Technical Commission of Engineers and Ship-owners should determine whether 
the Canal ought to be duplicated oF enlarged, and that their decision should be 
carried out, 

2. Seven new Directors, ehosen from amongst English ship-owners and merchants, 
should at once be admitted ax members of the Boanl, whoso numbers were to be 
raised to thirty-two. 

3, A Committee should be formed in London, consisting of English Directors. 
‘The Company to open an office in London, where arrangements would bo mado fur the 
payment of dues. 

4. The number of English-speaking employés in the transit service to be 
augmented. 

6. The last surtax of 50 contimes definitely to disappear from Ist January, 1884. 

6. All expenses resulting from groundings and accidents in the Canal for the 
future to be borne by the Company, 

7. Pilotage dues to cease from Int July, 1884, 

8. Reduction of tariff, hy applying ‘to that object a moiety of excess profits 
until the dividend reaches 25 per cent, ; above such profit all the net profits of the 
Company to he applied to the reduction of dues until such duos are reduced to 5 fr, 

2. ‘Tho profit to be understood to include the 5 per cent, interest, 

10. The redaction in favour of ships in ballast to be confirmed, 

11, Contribution to statutory reserve to be diminished from 5 por cent, to 3 per 
cent. of net profits when reserve reaches 5,000,000 fr. 

12, Calculations to be based upon the present capital of 200,000,000 fr, Reduction 
of dues not to be adversely affected in event of readjustment of capital. 


‘The Agreement was signed by— 


James Laing. 

‘Thomas Sutherland, Chairman of the P. and O. Company. 
William Mackinnon, Chairman of the British India Company. 
4. G8, Anderson, Orient Company. 
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J.B. Westray, representing the City, Hall, Clan, Glen, Shire, Harrison, and 
Ducal Lines, 

John Glover. 

R. 8. Donkin. 

Ch. A, de TLesseps, 


In transmitting this document for the consideration of Lord Granville, the Associa- 
tion of Steam-ship Owners pointed out that the conditions agreed upon provided "for 
important reductions in the charges of the Suez Canal Company in the interest ot 
shipping and commerce; also for an immediate increase in the number of British 
Directors on the Board of that Company, and for other valuable arrangements, 
especially such as that of the establishment ‘by the Company of an offiee in London, 
in which the British Directors will form a ‘ Comité Consultatif."” 

‘A comparison of these conditions with those of the provisional Agreement of July, 
xo strongly denounced at the time by the Shipping Associations, shows that the terms 
of the London Agreement differed from it only in these particulars—riz., the addition 
of seven Directors to form the Tendon Committee; the mode of reduction of dues 
(which has since been modified), and the omission of the loan of 8,000,000/. 

No rules were laid down to govern the choice of the new Directors, but it is 

nifest that both the sbipping community and the Administration of the Canal 
pany assumed that the prineipal functions of the new Directors would be to act 
‘ay intermediaries between the British ship-owners and the Company. ‘There was a want 
of unanimity among the former, and the North of England Steam-ship Owners’ 
Association ‘passed a Resolution in whick thoy described the negotiators as “the self. 
elected Convention in London," whose action they declined to accept as satisfactory 
‘The indepondent new canal, whieh bad been a very popular proposition, had been 
dropped altogethor, It may be observed that the recont assertion of the Chamber of 
Shipping that the practice of exempting deck-spaces had provailed for thirty years, ix 
quite inconsistent with and contradictory to their demand at that time for the abolition 
of the Suex Canal certificate. Although there were some cavillers, thera ix no doubt 
that the London Agreement was generally accepted as satisfactory, and that it bas, on 
the whole, worked well. 

‘The ‘original London Committes comprised three of the signatories of the 

Agreoment, viz. i— 


James Laing. 
‘Phomas Sutherland, MLP., P. and O, Company 
Willian Mackinnon, British India, 

‘Whe other four members wore- 

R. Alexanuler, a large ship-owner. 

©. J, Monk, M. ip-owner. 

C.M. Palmer, Dailder. 

J. Blage,, M.P. wer, 


‘The Directors are appointed for eight years. ‘They are eligible for re-election, 
and aro usually re-clected, Vacancies are consequently rare, anil there is a tendency 
t continue the representation of existing interests 

‘The dates of first nomination, and the length of service of the members of the 
London Committeo, at the date of the deputation, are as follow =— 


Yer. Length of Service. Name, 


Yous. 
20 Sir Thomas Sutbesland, P, und O. 
20 K. Alexas 
1s |S Dookin. 
9 Lard Rathore 
4 1, Weetray 
3 Fre, Green, Orient. 
1 | SirJares Mackay, Betis Indie 





If these names are compared with the previous lists, it will be found that thr 
"p m 


were signatories of the London Agreement, two wero members of the original Loudon 
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Committee, three represent the same three great Companies which took the lead m 
1883, and that six out of the seven are, or have been, large ship-owners, 

‘The sole exception is Lord Rathmore, whose eminent public position would render 
him an acquisition to any administrative body. Lord Rathmore has been M.P. tor 
Dublin University, Solieitor-General for Ireland, Paymaster-General, nnd. First 
Commissioner for Works; he is a Director of the London and North-Westem 
Railway, which is not only the most important Railway Company in the United 
Kingdom, but also as large steamship owning; initiated and carried to a successful 
termination a lawsuit on the question of tonnage deductions, which, according to the 
¢ridence of Mr. Thomas Gray, the Assistant Secretary to the Board of Trade in the 
Marine Department, before tho Tonnage Commission of 1880, upset the whole basis 
of the Merchant Shipping Act of 1854, 

Objections have been raised by the Chamber of Shipping to Mr. Donkin and 
Mr. Alexander, on the ground that’ they are no longer in active business; and to 
Mr. Westiay, because his ships do not now go through the Suez Canal.® ae 
gentlemen formerly represented nive lines of steamers, and they took part in the 
Original negotiations. It surely seems captions to complain that ‘they are now free 
from the possible bias of personal interest 

‘The existing London Committee appears, therefore, to be of substantially identical 

yposition with its prototype of twenty years ago; and it is incontestable that every 

isle one of our colleagues have qualifications of a very high order for the positions 
0 which they were elected and re-elected, 

Prince d’Arenberg, in his letter of the 10th November, 1004, states that: “At 
no period has a body of ship-owners, representative or otherwise, been invested with 
the right to appoint the members of the London Committee, ‘The members ot the 
Loudon Committee are chosen individually by the Board, aud elected subsequently on 
its proposal by the meeting of shareholders.’ 

This is no doubt literally true, and we venture to point out that the British Oficial 
Directors, who are nominated by Hix Majesty's Government, are also elected in the 
samo way, with a clear recognition of the interests which they represent; but, on tho 
other hand, we conceive that the plain and natural intention and object of the 
Loudon Agrocment as regards the seven new Directors was, ‘Thowas Sutherland's 
words, “That they should attend to such questions ax might arise hotweon the Company 
and their English customers.” 

‘There ean be no doubt that the London Office of the Suez Canal Company is a 
machive in full working order, to which British ship-owners constantly resort for 
information, and where tho business is reviewed every month by the Londou Committee, 
on the eve of the plenary meetings of the Council in Paris, We aro not aware that 
ahip-owner in general have any complaint to urge against the London Of 
do, however, complain that the London Committee doos not adequately r 
interests; and that uo opportunity is afforded them of expressing their views, or 
conveying them to the 8aex Canal Company ; and that they aro consequently i a 
worse position than they were before there was a London Committee at all. 

In 1898 the Chamber of Shipping passed a Resolution in fayour of assimilati 
the tonnage measurement for Suez Canal Certificates to that omployed by the Board 
of ‘rade. The Chamber was informed that the consent of the signatories of the 
Constantinople Commission and of the Porte would be requisite, and thoy requested that 
the necessary steps should be taken. When the matter was bronght before the London 
Committee they disclaimed any connection with the Chamber of Shipping, or kuowledge 
of its proceedings; and they, moreover, deprecated in the strongest terms any change 
being made in the Rules 

in 1902 the Chamber of Shipping requested the London Committee to receive a 
depatation upon subjects connected with the Suez Canal. The Chairman replied that 
the London Committee was purely consultative body, and had no power to discuss 
with ship-owners questions affecting the interests of the Company. ‘The request to 
reccire a deputation was twice renewed and refused, and much dissatisfaction was evinced 
at the rebuff. 

In the following year, however, an important deputation was received. ‘The intervi 
showed a very marked divergence between the opinious held by the Chamber of Shipping 
and those of the London Committee, the latter adopting the attitude of being, not the 
representatives of British ship-owners, but -the official exponents of the Canal 
Administration. 

* Mr, J.B Westray resigned his seat oo the Qouneil in March 1905, 
(1572) M 
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While we maintain that our colleagues have on all the contentions matters which 
have come before them, expressed sound, equitable, and judicious opinions, it is possible 
that the Chamber of Shipping, and those who act with them, expected more sympathy, 
and perhaps more partiality, from the body which purports to represent them, and 
which, as the deputation put it, “is there to protect the interests of British ship-owners, 
which in reality it does not do.” 

‘he deputation stated that undoubtedly the reason for the appointment of those 
gentlemen (the London Committee) was in order that they might be intermediaries 

ween the Sues Canal Company and the ship-owners of this country ; that they 
might have an opportunity of hearing the grievances of British ship-owners and getting 
them remedied.” This assuredly was the original conception and locus stendi of the 
London Committee, and the deputation to your Lordship maintained very strenuously 
that the practice has differed from it so widely that they would rather have no London 
Cominittee at all than the present body. 

It is conceivable that such a pronounced disapproval would never have arisen had a 
more sympathetic attitude been shown to the remonstrances presented, but we venture 
to suggest that there is another and a stronger reason. During the twenty-two years 
which have elapsed since the London Agreement, the “liner” and the * tramp" have 
drifted farther apart—in design, in construction, and in employment—and there aro no 
special representatives of tho ‘latter class upon the London Committee, which is 
consequently out of touch with a large and important class of ship-owners, whose 
interests are in many respects divergent from those of the liner class. Entirely apart 
from all technical questions, it is manifestly not only desirable, but fair and just, that 
the London Committee should comprise representatives of all classes of ship-owners 
whose vessels pass through the Caval, and that it should not be possible to describe it, 
aan it has been described, as “a close borough.” That is the feeling of the class who 
complain that they are exelnded. 


‘The Exemption of Deck Spaces. 


‘The following quotations from Tettors addressed by the Chamber of Shipping to 
the Board of ‘Trade comprise the ewence of their allegation that the Suez Canal 
Company suddenly and unjustifiably altered their practice of thirty years 
the exemption of certain deck-xpaces from Canal duce :— 


a.) Tho Chamber feels fully justified in their observation Uy 
pmnetice has been followed for wany years, British ship-owners have overy right to feel 
aggrieved when it is suddenly altered to their disadvantage, and they claim preseriplive 
authority from long usage.” Long before the question was raised in 1299, tho practico 
followod was in strict conformity with that of the British Merchaot Shipping Act. 
Partially-inclosod spaces were not included elther in the British or Suex Canal tonnage, 
and dues were only charged when cargo was actually such spaces, There can, 
the Council think, be no question upon this point. 

(0) * My Couneil does not admit the right of the Suez Canal Company to churge 
dues on partially-incloved spaces, exeapt in eases whore they are being used for cargo 
purposes while passing through the Suex Canal, 

(c.) “If the Suez Canal Company base their right to charge these dues on the 
International Roles ax originally framed at Constantinople in 1878, my Council are 
justified in saying that they are now putting a different interprotation on these Rules 
from that which they have done for the last thirty years, 


‘The essential principle of the Rales laid down by the International Commission 
of Constantinople in 1873 was * that of disallowing—in determining the net tounage 
which is to be the basis of taxation—any other deduction of spaee but that which 
cannot be used for earning freight by being employed for carrying passengers or 
merchandize."” 

If quotations (a) and (6) are examined, it will be found that the phrase “ partially- 
inclosed spaces” is evidently intended to mean spaces which can be used for cargo 
purposes, or spaces in which cargo can aBtually be carried, There is not the slightest 
room for doubt that the Constantinople Rules mean that such spaces shall be included 
in the taxable tonnage; and they were, with trivial exceptions, so included fcom the 
date of the promulgation of the Rules in 1878 up to 1809, and again from 1902 to the 
present time. The exceptions were, as the President of the Canal Company states 
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in his letter of the 19th November, 1904, of the nature of indulgences, few in number 
and insignificant in volume. It has frequently happened in the past, and it atill 
happens,* that certain deck-spaces have been exempted on the plea that their openings 
could not be easily closed in, or that it was not intended to carry eargo in them ; and 
they haye subsequently been found completely closed in and full of cargo. Such 
evasions, however, were foreseen by the Commission, and a penal provision enacts that 
such spaces shall be added permanently to the net tonnage. 

In quotation (a) it is stated that «the practice followed was in strict confurmity 
with that of the British Merchant Shipping Act, Partially.inclosed spaces were not 
included cither in the British or Suez Canal tonnage, and dues were only charged 
when cargo was actually carried in such spaces,” 

This statement is entirely inconsistent with the recorded transactions. Sir John 
Stokes, writing on the 18th April, 1876, says: “The Constantinople Rules added to 
the gross tonnage certain covered-in spaces which are not included in the tonnage under 
the present Ia. When those Rules were framed, the general expectation was that 
they would become the universal tonnage law; and thorefore, in drawing up the 
suriax arrangement for the Suex Canal, a transitional artiele was inserted, under which 
vessels with the old papers could pay a surtax of 4 fr, a ton on the old tonnage, in 
Tiew of 3 fr, on the new tonnage, 

‘The Constantinople Rules, in certain cases, make so large an addition to the net 
tonage of a vessel, that the owners find it moro to their advantage to pay 14 fr. a ton 
on the oli tounage than 13 fr. « ton on the new, and havo. Unerefore not taken out 
special certificate. In nino vowscls without certificates, remeasured by the Compas 
officers, a very large addition to the tonnage was the result, 

T imaintain that if a vessel does not take out the special certifieate the Company ix 
defrauded of its just dues, 

But even in the special certificates there was a considerable proportion of error. 
Sir John Stokes carefully analysed the tonnage of 140 ships, respecting tho papers of 
which the Canal Administration complained: 132 bad special Sues cortificates, and of 
those there were 65 in which “spaces had been deducted or omitted, which the 
instructions of the Board of Trade to their surveyors, distinctly directod whould be 
included in the tonnage. 

‘The most striking piece of evidence against the alleged identity of British Register 
and Suez Canal tonnage is, however, afforded by a Resolution of the Chamber of 
Shipping dated the 13th July, 1883, in which, in remoustrating against tho Provisional 
Agreement, the Executive Council specially objected to the fact that it is not proposod 
to abolish the special Sucz Canal tonnage certificate. 

It is hardly necessary to point out that if quotation (a) were correct, thore would 
have been no necessity to ask for a change. 

With reference to quotation (¢), in which the torm of thirty years Is mentioned, 
wo think it desirable to point out that at the commencement of that period, viz,, in 
1874, there was, in fact, a great controversy botsroon the Suez Canal Company and the 
ship-owners; but it was not relative to the measurement of deck spaces, it waa ono 
of a far more important nature—between gross and not tonnage ax the basis of 
taxation for Buex Canal ducs. 

In 1872, the finances of the Suez Canal were at a very low ebb, Shares were at a 
discount, and money-conld not be borrowed even at 8 per cent. Up to this time the 
rogister of net tonnage shown on the ships’ papers had heen accepted, M, do Losseps 
conceived the idea of charging dues upon the grova tonnage, which rouglily would be 
50 per cent. more than the net; and he also proposed a sutlax of 4 fr, per ton over 
and above the legitimate maximum of 10 fr. 

‘The ship-owners remonstrated. The Maritime Powers concerted together and 
nominated an International Commission to advise the Sultan, by whom their recom 
mendatious were accepted and propounded, in the shape now known as the Consianti- 
nople Reles, which laid down how the calculation of utilisable capacity was to le 
arrived at. 

M. de Lesseps, however, declined to obey, and did not yield until force had beon 
displayed by the Khedive to compel his submission, Even’ then the Canal Company 
continued to record claims for dues levied upon gross tonnage, in the expectation of 
eventually enforcing them. S 

In 1875 (as we have said) the Khedive's Suez Canal shares were purchased by 
Her Majesty's Government, which then stood in the position of owning seyen-sixteenths 
of the capital, and furnishing three-fourths of the clients of the Canal, 
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Armed with this influence, in the following ‘year (1876) an Arrangement was 
negotiated between Sir John Stokes, on the part of Her Majesty's Government, and 
AL. de Lesscps, on the part of the Canal Company, whereby the Constantinople Rules 
were necepted by the Company, and the claim for assessment by gross tonnage was 
withdrawn, ‘The adhesion of the Maritime Powers to this Agreement was announced 
in Jannary 1877, and the new regulations came into force in July 1878. 

‘Nheso dates are cited in order to show that during the first four years of the period 

f thirty years mentioned in quotation (c), the controversy was between gross and net 
tonnage, and the question of deck spaces had never arisen in connection with the Suez 
Canal tonnage. 

It will: now be interesting to recall what was the state of the tonuage question in the 
United Kingdom at that time. The Merchant Shipping Act of 1854 was in force, and 
it wos found by experience to contain ambiguities not contemplated by those’ who 
origivally framed the Act. ‘The results of several lnvsuits tended to widen the scope of 
exomptions, notably those relating to deck spaces. 

In 1876 the Dock Cargo Act, which provided for the measurement of eargo carried 
in such exempted spacos, was passed. 

In 1880 4 Royal Coummission was appofuted to inquire into the operation of the law 
for the measurement of tonnage, and, after a very exhaustive investigation, nino out of 
the twelve Commissioners mbmitted their Report. ‘Two of the three dirsentients were 
strong advocates of the substitution of displacement for the existing system, while the 
third thonght that no radical change in the tonnage laws was necessary or expedient, 

‘Tho report of the majority of the Conunissioners stated, inter alia, that — 


We cannot recommend  chango in the law which would affect the principle upon 
which tonnage is ascertained, vir., the contents of the intoraal capacity of a ship, 
represented by a roomage or space ton of 100 cubic fect with deductions for propelling 
pace.” 

*(a,) That grow tommage should be made to include all pormanontly-covered and 
closod-in spaces above the ppermoxt deck, and that erections with openings either on 
deck, oF coverings or partitions that can readily be closed in, should also be included in 
grosk tonnage, but that sky-lights of saloons, booby hatches for the crew, light and air 
paces for the boiler and engine-rooma when situated above the uppermost deck, as 
well ax orections for purposes of shelter, such ax turtle-backs open at one end, and light 
decks supported on pillars and unenelosed, should not be measured for the purpose of 
their contonts forming part either of the gross or rogister tonnage. 

‘Cargo carried under meh erections should continue to be measured for dues under 
the Act of 1876, the same as if stowed on the open deck, 

“We are of opinion that the exemption of any elosed-in space from measurement 
into tonnage, as an inducement to owners to increase tho safety of ships, is unsound in 
principle, and, if adopted, would have to be followed by now restrletions, upon which 
resh complaints would be founded, 

“We are of opinion that the increased roomage obtained by giving « ship an 
awning-deck, or its equivalent, can, and in many instances would, be utilized. for 
pasenzors, cattle, or other cargo with profit to the owner, 

«To exempt auch spaces from payment of tonnage dues, would be to give one type 
or class of ship a considerable advantage in competition with another equally scaworthy 
ship, and that at the expense of the harbour and dock proprictors, It might also 
happen that, under reckless or incompetent management, such a space would be filled 
with heavy cargo, aud in that ease the exemption which was intended to provent danger 
might be found to have led to it.” 


1t will be seen from these extracts from the Report of the Tonnage Commission of 
1880 that, notwithstanding the representations of several ship-owning witnesses who 
urged that spaces above the main deck should be exempted, the Commissioners 
considered that the principle advocated was unsound, and would give considerable 
advantage to a particular class of vessel. 

In the ease of the Suez Canal tratlic, the inequality of treatment would be eubanced 
by the absence from the Constantinople Rules of any provision for measuring deck 
loads, whieh, under section 85 of “The Merchant Shipping Act, 1894,” are subjected to 
dues, and, further, by the poll-tax of 10 fr. per head on the passengers. 

‘This Act, however, which is now in force, prescribes that spar deck spaces, poops, 
forecastles, and any other closed-in spaces on the upper deck available for cargo of 
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stores, or for the berthing or accommodation of passengers or ere, shall be added to the 
tonnage of the ship. 

In its practical application it may be inferred that, unless, these sprees are actually 
‘occupied for cargo, very wide exemptions are admitted by the Board of Trade; and 
in applying the Constantinople Rules a tendency towards si latitude has frequently 
deen complained of by the Suez Canal Company, and dues levied on the exempted 
spnces, which in several cases exceeded 1,000 tons, 

Naturally, the first consideration with a practical ship-owner when ordering a new 
vessel is to. ask his ship-builder to design his ship in such a way that when surveyed 
the reductions admissible from gross tonnage may be a maximum, so that she can 
carry the Inrgest amount of cargo upon the smallest net or register tonnage, or the 
tonnage assessed according to tho Constantinople Rules. A very high degree of success 
hhas been attained by ingeni e letter of the Rules as regards exemptions, and 
the official register ton wed to represent the carrying capacity of the 
ship. The unit of tonnage ix 100 cubic fect of space, capacity, or roomage, while the 
weight of water displaced by that volame 5 to about 3 tons of 20 ewt, A ton 
of measurement would coutain 9} tons weight of grain or coal, a stil greater weight 
of metals or minerals, and a lesser weight of timbet, cotton, juto, or ten, 

For practical purposes the wizo of a veael is reckoned by the weight which will 
bring her down from her draught empty to hor load-line; and this is conventionally 
known an the dead-weight tonnage, A full load of iron rails may not fill half het 
holds, while « load of jute may fil the whole of her deck spaces. Tho outward cargoos 
throuigh the Suex Canal are mainly of the heavy order, as compared with those home- 
ward, and therefore the deck-paces are frequently empty on the outwant voyage, and 
almost always fall on the return. By the Constantinople Roles, all spaces capable of 
carning freight by carrying cargo or passeugers aro taxed whother fall or empty ; 
while by the British practice exempted spaces aro only taxed when full, 

Under the former Rules, the deck spaces pay dues hoth ways ; while if the latter 

, they would only pay on the homeward journey, When, by the ingenuity of 

builder, the deck-spacos amount to 1,000 tins of measurement, upon wl 

the Canal dues at 8} fr. come to 8401, it is manifestly of great importance to the ship: 
owner to be relieved ; and he considers it hard, ani even unjust, that he should have 
to pay upon empty spaces, though he readily admits liability when they ore full. Tt 
may, howerer, be pointed out that if the ship be loaded down to her “Plimsoll mark,” 
she is carrying the same dend weight, whether it be coals or cotton, rails or toa, ‘The 
Coustantinople Rules make no distinction between specitic gravities, bat the londsline 
sections of the Merchant Shipping Act, 430-145, prevent tho owner from overweighting 
bis sbi 

‘The duos, too, are not levied on the dead-welght the yeasel entries, but on the 
certificated Canal tonnage, which is xomotimes less than half the dead-weight. Tho 
real amount of the tax levied is therefore from Ms. to 4s, per ton on the dead-weight 
in a eargo-ateamer, 

‘The Chamber of Shipping, in their letter to the Board of ‘Trade dated tho 
Lith Mareh, 1904, state that ""a vessel carrying coal to the east of the Canal may 
now have to pay about one-half of her outward earnings, and one-fourth of her homie 
ward earnings in Canal dues alone.” 

‘This we suggest must be quite an extreme case, though we recognize that competition 
is extremely keen, Coal rates from South Wales to the eastern ports of the Mediter- 
ranean, Alecandria, and Port Said, have recently been as low as Sr. Gd. per ton, Yet 
for mauch greater distances, after paying Canal dues, the rates to Adon, Peri, Bombay, 
and Colombo have ranged from Gx. 8d. to Ge. 0d. Nov, if the incidence of the Canal 
dues be taken as low as 2s. Gd. per ton, there would still be a loss of soveral shillings 
on the longer voyage. ‘The fet is, that ealcolations of profit and loss have to be made 
on the round trip out and home, and not un the single voyage; and with freights of 
Ids. fo 26y. from the grain, jute, and riec ports, a profit on the round trip is still 
realized. 

In comparison with the Canal teaflie we may call attention to the low freights 
accepted for Black Sea ports where no Canal dues intervene. ‘There the grain rates 
have lately been as low as 5s. Gd. It has frequently been. asserted that in the Suex 
Canal, reduction of tariff must bring an increase of traffic, and that, from mere prudent 
motives, the dues should be further reduced. Although the reduction of the tariff has 
been accompanied by an increase in the traffic, we fail to trace any. corresponding 
relation of a ponderable nature. We perceive, however, a very close relation between the 
inerease of the maritime commerce of the world and that of the United Kingdom in 
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particular, and the growth of the transit trade through the Suez Canal, as the following 
statisties show :— 
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In other words, the transit traffic through the Canal approximates very closely to 
one-tenth of our entrances and clearances, and has steadily done so for the last twenty 

cars, ineronsing in that period 50 per cent., while the reduction in the Canal dues 
has only boen from 10 fr. to B fe. BO ¢., oF 15 per cent, 

{In that period the tonnago of the average ship bas increased 80 per cent, and 

facilitiow afforded by the Canal havo been continuously improved, ‘Tho depth, 
which is, perhaps, the moxt important factor, las neatly attained 10 metres, of 

2 ft. 10 in., and the further deepening to 10:50 moteos, o 34 ft, 6 iu,, ia in progress. 
‘The waterway is being: widenod so as toallow of the crossing of ships at shorter intervals, 
and the practical result is that the average time of transit has been reduced from forty- 
five to eighteon hours, a decrease of GO per cent, in twonty years. An average speed 
of 5 miles an hour is’ not capable of much further increaie, even though the 
way waa doubled by the construction of separate channels for the inward and outward 
trailic—in other wonds, by asccond canal, The relative morits of the alteruative sckomes 
of improving the existing Canal, or supplementing it by auother channel, were considered 
by the Technical Committee twenty years ago, which decided in favour of the former 
plan, 
Wie ‘The reoest.repewaliol the egliatlon, Bor) pecond; canal. le competitive and not 
co-operative, In the former character, even though the dimensions of the original caval 
were att thero would bo no diminution in the time of transit; whereas, by 
£0-operntion, further increase of spced would be permissible, It is quite conceivable, 
indeed, that increased traitic may induce nical Commission in the future to 
revert to the projet of double ehann 

The ¢ capital of the present Canal upon which dividends are paid amounts 
to 8,000,0001,, but the total outlay upon the enterprise as it stands to-day has reached 
the figure of 24,000,001. Although the financial conditions under which money had to 
be rainod for carrying on the work were at a certain stage exceedingly onerous, on the 
other hand, some advantage acerued from the use of compulsory labour at the commence 
ment of th work, On the whole, however, there can be little doubt that although the 
execution of the work Was more’ expensive than was anticipated, the estimates wore 
too wanguino, 

‘Whe cost of a new waterway ix now estimated by some of its advocates at from 
5,000,000, to 6,000,008, ; bat in view of the figures which have been qaoted above, it 
woul! appear that, even though it were undertaken by the Suez Canal Company, with 
all. their past oxperioneo, their skilled staff, and their elaborate mechanical appliaucos, 
this estimate would fall far short of the wum required, Bat the project, as we have said, 
jn competitive and not co-operative, and its cost would, therefore, be saddled with all 
the expenses incidental to rivalry, and in particular with satisfying the claims of an 
exclusive concession, in which His Majesty’s Government is the preponderant share 
holder, and the Egyptian Government the reversioner, as well as the grantor. 

It appears superfiuons to labour the question further, in view of the fact that the 
more the traffic through the Canal has inereased, the greater has been the rapidity with 
which the transit bax been performed : this apparent paradox is due to the fact that the 
facilities have progressed at a more rapid rate than the traffic, which, as we have shown, 
augments, peri pusey, with the maritime commerce of the world. 

For some years it has beenalleged that the Canal dues are such a heavy burden on 
the trade with the Bast that ship-owners now largely use the Cape route in preference to 


the Suez Canal. A shipping journal (“* Fairplay of the th January, 1905) has rocently- 
published a list of vessels which haye gone round the Cape in 1904 in proof of this 
allegation. From this list a large number of vessels destined for Australia and New 
Zealand may be at ence struck off, as following the usual route. TI ame may be said 
of ships bound from the United States to China and Japan. ‘There remain thirty-nit 
‘steamers from Bristol Channel coal ports to China and Japan which might have followed 
the Canal route, and under ordinary cireumstances probably would have done so. But 
the circumstances were not ordinary. ‘The war between Russia and Japan was going on, 
and these vessels were carrying coal, which was contraband. Tn the Mediterranean aid 
in the Red Sea there were Russian ships of war hovering in search of contraband ; and 
these ships—most of which cleared nominally for Hong Kong—went round the Cape 
simply to avoid risk of capture, as their real destination was Japan, whither nearly 
all arrived. 

An examination into their subsequent movements proves that the majority of them 
returned by way of the Suez Canal, and apparently none eame back round the Cape. 
‘These instances, then, tend to prove precisely the reverse of the assumption that tho 
‘Canal was avoided on account of dues. 

‘The returns of the Suez Canal traffic in 1904 indicate, moreover, that 136 versely 
went ont through the Canal in ballast. Now, the charge for ships in ballast $s 6 fr, por 
ton, in liow of the $60 fr. of normal tariff.” ‘These vessels, therefore, voluntarily paid 
14°50 fr. on the cargo carried on the return journey. ‘This was paid on 860,000 tons, 
and is a practical proof of the economy of the Canal route, even when freights are low 

‘There is, however, unquestionably one advantage to be derived by ahip-ownera from 
taking the Cape route. Tt is that of the prolongation of time occupied on the longer 
passage, which, as Mr, Shadforth Watts observed at the annual meeting of the Chamber 
of Shipping, “reduces the amount of available tonnage in the market, and theroby helps 
to stitfen frcights,” Tho raving in distance ranges from 4,400 miles between London 
and Bombay, and 3,400 miles between London and Hong Kong. Measured in time, 
the economy for a eargo steamer, at 10 knots, would be from fourteen to eighteen dayn 
Toss than going round the Cape; ‘and for that period the saving in interest upon capital, 
maintenance and ropair, wages of crew, bunker coals, and quicker return in freight must 
be set off against the Canal dues of about ty, por ton dead weight, So far ax statistic: 
show, it does not appoar that xhip-owners consider that there is greater economy in the 
longer voyage; and the Canal administration does not apprehend any diversion of (aif 
at present, with the Canal dues at 8:50 fr, In a few exceptional casos voseels have beon 
sent to the East round the Cape, but we are satisfied that the Caval route still eomraands 
the preference, in spite of the much dimniaahed cost of matte teansporks owing Uo 
larger ships, ehoaper bui more economical means of propulsion, and competition, 

Mr, Anderson, in pleading for the exemption of deckespaces, mettioned tnt they 
are not utilized on outward rayages, and not always on homeward voyages; and repre 
sented that it was very hard upon ship-ownera that, if once used, they sho 
after be taxed. During the short period in which th: ion of these mp 
tolerated, the question was discussed by the London Committes, and their viows were 
expressed in a Resolution dated the 18th October, 1901, ftom which tho following 
extract is taken: “ Rut the geaver question seems to bo whether such n mode of dealing 
with certain claases of ships does not create an injustice to other shipy! Ordinary abi 

having theso pecaliar deck erections, are charged on their full tonnage, out and 
home, whether they are full or empty, and it is a notorious fact that, in tho Indi 
trade’ more particularly, very fow steamers are completely loaded on’ their oiltward 
voyages. It seems clear, therefore, that if a certain class of ship eacapes outward dues 
upon a considerable tonnage, and ouly pays homeward dues on the cargo actually carried 
in the previously exempted space, this class of ship must benefit at the expense of justioe 
to the ordinary ship, which ix built in what may be termed a more straightforward wa 

At the interviow between the London Committee and the Chamber of Shipping on 
the 23nt June, 1903, Mr. W. B, Sproule, of the Liverpool Ship-owners’ Amocintion, gave 
a very illuminating illustration -— 


“Ho held in his hand a circular, prominently brought before him by @ ship-builor, 
pointing out the best type of boat he could have to avoid Canal duies—n turret boat, 
Her dead weight capacity was some 6,150 tons—the same as his yessel—nnd the Canal 
tonnage would be 2,035 tons, against his boat's 3,499 tons. He hind tried to emphasize 
the fact that it was not the ‘tramp" owners ax a body, but *tramp’ owners of a 
particular type of boat, who had been so hard hit by the alteration of the method of 
arriving at the Suez Canal tonnage ; it was the latter who would he nffectei! if the Canal 
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Company could not see its way to go back again to the status quo, ‘The result would 
otherwise be, that the ship-owner would have to set to work to design a boat which 
would enable him to evade this very excessive charge.” A short calculation will show 
that if the turret boat mentioned above pays 8 fr. 50 ¢. on her Canal tonnage, the 
incidence of the charge upon her dead weight eapaeity is 5 fr. 50 c. per ton, or under 3. 


A letior which appeared in the ‘Times’ on the 19th December, 1904, from 
Messrs. Crow, Rudolf, and Co., of Liverpool, also dealt with the question, saying : 


“Tho fact is that a comparatively small section of sbip-owners is at_ present 
conducting nn agitation against the Saez Canal Com with the object of induci 
thom to revine their rules in favour of corgo steamers with largo bridge-npncos or shelter 
decks. Such preferential treatment would be injustice to owner: 
of carzo-boats, the latter con 1y of thoxo on 
trade, and who have to pay r 2 (whether 

wards ant homeward pany, will a 
long-established principle of treati 8 “ oar a main 
owners to the dismdvai 


Robert Ropuer, M.P,, spoaking on behalf of the “tramp” steamers, ox 
An they all know, those so-called shelter-decks, and 
and boilers, were put there, not beeauss the ship-owner expected to get any 
advaniago hy 40 doing, they were put there because the Boant of Trade practicall 
ed upon something of the kind, and unless some such protection were erecte 
those yewsels vould be penalised as to tho loud-line.” ‘This argument has been of 
ed, but it cannot fairly be urged in favour of deck-spaces obviously and ayowedly 
izued to contain cargo, In no far os the legitimate volicitade of tho Board of Trade 
for the scaworthiness of the ship ix concerned, all ground of complaist for the taxation 
of erections connected with the safety of the ship has been completely swept away by 
the recent arrangement concluded between the Board of ‘Trade and the Suex Canal 
Company, by which poops, bridges, and forecastles of reasonable dimensions aro 
exempted. 

‘The North German Lloyd Company, which stands second on the list of customers 
of the Suez Canal, thus expresses its op 

tly laid down by t 
pany regarding the metsurement of apaces above upper or tonnage de 1d micet 
with the approval of ship-owners generally, as these Rules treat the measurement of 
spnees above upper or tonnage deck in a far more liberal upirit than the Constantinople 
Holos, and, whet. eally Intportant reuore all reagcus for'futare 
disparities, im measuring alps of different classes aid conateaetions, 

“We bog to point to this especially, as the treatment hithorto adopted 
steamers with superstructures has certainly bees to the deteis 
provide! with these atructares, this creating a position entirely adverse to the principle 
laid down by the Suez Canal Company of equal tréatmient for all. 

“'The demand rajsedt by some owners, that the shelter and bridge deck-¥paces should 
be only included in the measurement if filled with eargs, would simply lead to the 
consequetice that steamers of all descriptions would be justified in insisting that all 
spaces not filled with cargo or passengers when passing through the Canal should be 
deducted. ‘This being an impossibility, because it would simply stop the business of the 
Canal Company, we roally fail to arrive at any better suggestion than the late revived 
Rules of the Company for measuring, 

“ Regarding the reduction of the Suez Canal tonnage dacs, we beg to iy that 
we “put mote value on the fuptorementof the Buex Canal in the Way of bring 
to @ greator dopth and width than of a reduction of the Canal dacs, 
‘consequence We would rather see a surplus spent in the first-mentioned dir: 


On the other hand, the Hamburg Nantical Society passod, onthe 9th January, 1905, 
# Resolution moved by M. Storer, of the Hamburg-America Line (which coatributes 

009 tons to the Canal traffic), condemning the new Rules as to deck-spaces, and 
advoenting a new Thternational Conference for the revision of the Regulations of the 
Suez Canal Company. M. Storrer also states that large modern vessels, with their 
drayght of 27 feet to 23} fect when fully laden, eannot load to more than 26 ft, 
the maximum permitted—and nevertheless would have to pay dues on their full 
tonnage. 
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reference to this latter statement, we have pointed out. that the depth of 
‘the Canal is being continually inereasod, and will soon admit the drafts mentioned, ‘The 
‘Technical Committee js fally alive to the necessity; and the statistics show that the 
percentage of ships drawing-less than 7°30 metres (24 foet 7 inches) bas fallen in the 
ast ten years from 95 per eont, to.S2 per cent,, while the larger vessels have increased, 
‘This process will no doubt continue. 

In contrast with the diminished incidence of Canal dues on the dead-weight 
tonnage of yessels of the “tramp” class, we feel that it is only fair to point out that 
these dues fall much more heavily upon the great “liners.” 

The “Tiner" sails upon au appointed day, and makes each section of her voyage 
in an appointed time, whether she is full or empty. She rarely carries a fall cargo, 
and at certain seasons of the year she bas very fow passengers, Her speed is far 
greater than that of the cargo steamers, and the cost of propuision is proportioual not 
to the speed, but to whigher power of the velocity. For every passenger she carrics, 
she pays to the Canal Company 10 fran 

It is not therefore surprising to find that senger “liner” pays, in Canal 
dues, one month with apother, a far higher charze per ton of actual cargo carried than 
the “cargo-bont” or the “'tratap.” Sir Thomas Sutherland, whose means of infarmation 
are unsurpassed, puta the incidenoo of Canal ducs on the passenger liners at 12 
per ton of cargo. 

It is true that tho P, and O, Company receives an annual subsidy of 830,0001 
per avoum for the mails which are carried, but this-sum is considered inade fe for 

uirely postal requirements, and shonld not be brought into account as a rcteoff to Canal 
tes, 

‘The ** Orient” roceives 85,000/, por annum for tho Australian mails, and the 
“British India” 9,000h for service between Zanzibar and Aden, which has only an 
indirect connection with the Suez Canal, All these subsidies aro clearly for services 
rendered, 

Cargo-bont liners though not subject, to the. same vichwitudes of aeason as tho 
Porsonger liners, are affected ay regards tho incidence of Canal dues to a certain 
extent; while the “tramp” steamers pay least of all on their cargoes, 

Most of tho liners belong to the Shipping Conferences, which are combinations of 
the character of ‘Trades Unions, to secure ronsonable remuneration for regular and 
eficient service, in co-operation with the shippers, who are entitled to.a deferred rebate 
if they deol exclusively with tho Conference, ‘The. prnetieal effect. ix necessarily 
detrimental to the “tramp” stoamer, which is regarded ax an intorlopor and boyeotted ; 
and, driven off tho trade—as a ** black-log,” is  porsuadod.” by trade unionists to either 
leave his employment or to join the Union, Some at least ‘of tho aloofness existing 
between the London Committee and the Chambor of Shipping may be attributed to this 
cause. 

Wo have now given tho arguments beating on the exemption of deck spaces at 
considerable length, and we have no hesitation in affirming our adherence to. tho justice 
and fairness of the Constantinople Rules; tothe viows enunciated by the ‘Tonnage 
Commission of 15805 to the opinions expressed by the London Comimittoe in their 
Resolution of the 18th October, 1901; and 40 those of tho North German Lloyd 
Company in their letter of the 28rd Decomber, 1904. s 

We cutirely fail to pereeive that any case has been mado out for raising further 
discussion on the question of exemption of dock-spaces, or for any departure from the 

that all spaces which ean eam freight should be subject to dues. 


Departure from the London Agreement, 


We have already reported to your Lordship the details of what took place in con. 
nection with the modification of Article 8 of the London Agreement, but as the subject 
hhas attracted much attention it will be desirable to recapitulate. 

A writer in a shipping journal dated the 26th Januury, 1905, enumerates his 
grievances against the Suez Canal Company, and amongst them -— 


“The levying dues heavy enough to. produea 26 per cent,_profit on the immensely 
inflated capital (equal to some four times the amount necessary for the actunl construction 
of such a waternay), constituting a serious and unjustifiable handicap on the world's 
trade.’ 

fs 0 





50 


‘The writer is under a very serious misapprehension, which we fear is shared by 
others, The construction of the Suex Canal has actually cost 24,000,000, and he has 
stated in other correspondence that the cost of a second canal would be 5,000,000. 
or 6,000,002. Without ontering here info an exposition of the inadequacy of this 
estimate, we wish to point out that he is under the impression that the “immensely 
inflated capital" upon which 26 per cent. profit is paid is 24,000,000/. He is under 
‘an erroneous impression. The original share capital of the Suez Canal Company upon 
which 26 per cent. is now paid was, and is, 8,000,000/,, or one-third of the sum abore 
quoted. ‘The Canal Company has never “ watered” its original shares, and these now 
command nearly nine times their nominal value, an advance in which His Majesty's 
Government participate in respect to their 176,000 shares. 

Sir John Glover, who was one of the negotiators of the London Agreement of 1883, 
expressed the views of the deputation to your Lordship on what he deseribed as the 
great breach of faith in breaking that condition of the Agreement, by which all profits 
hoyonit 25 per cent. were to be appropriated to the reduction of ‘aes until the latter 
foil to 5 fr. per ton, 

Sir John Glover further said that the Agreement had been made by the ship-owners 
with Messrs. de Lesseps, “On out part we have loyally observed it, and wo did not 
expect it to be broken on theirs, and we certainly did not expect that any gontle: 
on the Board of the Sox Canal Company would sanction the breach without comm: 
tion with any sbip-owner."* 

Prineo “d'Arouberg, four yearn ago, boing aware of the dissatinttction oxinti 
amiong the Fronch shareholders at the prospective operation of clauso 8, addressed 

wolf to the London Cominittes to ascertain whether they would insist on the 
woaintenance of the clause In its integrity. ‘Tho Committes were unanimous in 
considering tht such an onerous condition could not reasonably be maintained, It 
moant for thirty or forty years the sharcholders could not To 

i dividends, hovovor high the earning of the 

Tt may be oid that 26 per cent. is a very handsowe dividend, but the market value 
of the original 500-frane share has steadily in 
Canal ond now stands at nbout 4,40 fr. It hax become, so to speak, a 

arity, on which prosont holders receive a returi o 8 por cent. 

Tt is, moreover, to be borne in mind that it is in tho interost of shig-owners thom 
selves that the shareholders should not cease to be interested in the increase of the 
Company's revenue, a& they might otherwise become indifferent to maintaining tho 
Canal and improving its etlicioney for the benelit of trade. 

We cannot conceive that an arrangement by which the shareholders, white still 
retaining tho management of an enterprise, were converted into mere annvitants havi 
vo interest in the further development of tho business, could possibly be attended with 
satisfactory results; particularly if that business had to keop pace with growing requir 
iments, au is the case with the Sucz Canal, Lt would be a direst incentive to extravagance 
and lethargy, Ts it conceivable that any commercial eaterprise woutd submit to such 
conditions being Imposed ? We hold that the London Committee were fully justified in 
the conclusion at which they arrived; and that if it had been practicable to take the 
great body of Brlish shipowners into, their contdence, they wou fully 
nequainted with the conditions—bave also agroed that modiffeation and eo se 
weto inevitable. 

Bat tho ship-owners whom Sir John Glover represents, will hear of no compromise, 
and insist, figuratively, on having thelr “pound of flesh.” “They havo, they say, loyally 
observed the London Agreemont on their part, and they expect the Canal Company to 
keep it too. We peresive no virtue In their adherence to such a leonine bargain. 
If, on the one side, the shipowners were not conxalted by the London Committeo, it ix 
also true that the shareholders were not consulted as to the limitations imposed upon 
them by the Sth clause; and so soon as they perceived that its operation was soon 
about to become a question of practical politics, it became evident that they would 
not consent to be set aside for thirty or farty years, 

Insiatence on either side would hinve led to a dead-lock. 

‘The principles applicable to such cases were admirably described by Mr. Disraeli, in 
the debate upon the purchase of the Canal shares, when he spoke as follows:— 


“'Phe question does not present itself as an alternative betweon abstract right and 


overwhelming foree. That is not the way in whiel the world is governed. ‘The world is 
governed by conciliation; by compromise; by the recognition of the rights of others, 
as well ng by the assertion of our own; by explanations; by goodwill; and by the 
interest whieh all parties have in a satisfactory and peaceful solution,” 


1 


as Wo MY Make a farther apposite quotation from the Conference of London of 


“It is an essential principle of the law of nations that no Power can release itself 
from the obligations of a ‘Treaty, or modify its stipulations, without the consent of the 
Contracting Parties, by means of an amicable understanding. 

In the revision and modification of the 8th clause of the London Agreement these 
principles have been closely adhered to by both parties. ‘The essence of the modification 
4s this: that every dimination of the tariff should be preceded hy an increase in the 

end. 

The usual step of diminution in the tariff is half a franc per ton, which, applied 
to a transit tonnage of 12,000,000 tons, amounts to 6,000,000 fr,, or 210,001. less An 
increased dividend of $ per eent. on the capital of 8,000,000, would require 240,000 
more. Each double operation will therefore consume 480,001, which, as compared with 
the present transit receipts of about 4,000,000/., indicates that the process will not be 

id one. ‘The annua) increment in tonnage appears to point to a possibility of its 
doubling in about thirty years, Should this be the case, and at the same time the dues 
should he reduced from 8 fr. 50 ¢, to & fr. the transit receipts in 1935 might amount 
to 24,000,000 tons, multiplied by 6 fr., or 120,000,000 fr,, or 4,800,002, a sum which 
would not suflice for n corresponding increment of dividend. However this may turn out, 
it seems to us that the prospect of co-operative action, in which both clicats a1 
shareholders are equally interested, is likely to afford a more favourable and m more 
equitable result than the system whieh has been xet aside by mutaal consent, according 
to whieh the clients only were to profit by the skill and prudence of the management, 

Although we concur in the wisdom of the compromise, we foel it necessary to exprose 
our opinion that the controveray which has arisen upon the modification of the London 
Agresment is due to a vory great extent to the exclusion from tho London Committee of 
any_ representation of those iaterests of which the deputation received by your Lordship 
was the exponent, Whether these interests aro great or small in the general cox 
munity of uhip-owners they are entitled to a hearing, and that hearing is now denied 
hem 
___ Mr. Anderson, in his closing remarks to your Lordship, dwelt upon the desirs of 
his clients to bring about a Conference. ‘We want,” he aiid, “an opportunity of 
representing our own interest in direct connection with the Sex Caual, and the only 
way in which we can do it is by means of the principal shipowners of this country 
meeting the Suez Canal Company, It soema to mo it would be a little hard if wo 
were obliged to convert Sir Thomas Sutherland before there could be a meoting, because 
Sir Thomas Sutherland's interests ax a ship-owner are entirely difforent from tho 
interests of the other ship-owners of this country.” ‘ 

‘This argument, although we appreeinto the grounds upon which it is based, viz 
non-representation, appedrs to us to bo somewhat tinged with the defect imputed to 
the London Committee, viz,, exclusiveness, It apponrs to imply that the Conference 
which is dosirod should also be exclusive in ita character, ‘This view wo cannot 
support. Whatever may be the divergent interests of the differont olnssos of ahipe 
owners, wo maintain that each and. all should have fall, froe, and oqual opporiunity of 
stating their cases, and that the London Committee should comprise representatives 
of all, 

We have, de, 
(Signo) Hi, AUSTIN LF) 
JOHN G. ARDA 
Hi, T, ANSTRUTHER, 





No. 29 


The British Suex Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.?—(Received May 17.) 


(No. 11, Commercial.) 
My Lord, Paris, May 

WE havo the honour to report that the Annual General Meeting of the sharcholdons 
of the Suez Canal Company is fixed for Tuesday, the 6th Jui 

In order that His Majesty's Governmont may be represéated at this meoting wo 


* Copy to Treasury, May 19, 1208, 








beg.that we may be provided with the usual certifieate from the Permanent Secretar 
of His Majest, “aSUr, that the Suez Canal h Great 
Britain still remain of His Majesty's Governm 

We shall be glad to receive this certific with as little ¢ 

We further heg to request that the usual instructions may fajesty 
Councillor of Era 1 the event of his being nominated to act as the Representative 
of His Majesty's Govermnent at the meeting, 

Thave, &e 
(For the British Direct 
H. AUSTIN LEE. 





de. 


WITH 
respecting the c 
am directed. by the BM 
hc f hfrom the British Director 
dh shipping 
rectors, Lam to. inquire whether the Bourd would be prepared to recc 
privately or officially, Directors who would bo really: representative 


he questi ‘esentation of Briti 


intere 
Tain at the samie tine t6 state that bis Lon glad 
1 carly dato with the ol f the tho other ques 
deputation and referred to peed ¢ 
Tam, &. 
(Signed) B, GORST. 


‘The British Suez Canal Directors to the Marques 


(No, 12, Commercial 
My Loni, Paris, May 

WE have the honour to inform your Lordship that at tho meeting of the Cour 
of the Sex Canal Company held on the 29nd instant, it was reported that tho re 
for last year amounted to 119,176,398 fr. 45 ¢., and the expenses to 41,028,470 fr, St « 
leaving W not profit of 78,187,028 fr. 11 © 

Tt is proposed to declare w dividend with interest of 150°894 fr. amount 
with taxes deducted to 141 fr, net, which is equivalent to a little over 28° per cout. on 
the capital shares of 500 fi 

‘This disteibution, together with tho division of the profits provided for by ty 
Company's statules, as shown below, will absorb 70,026,197 fr. 18 o,, leaving a balan 
of 4,211,740 fr, 93 ¢, which, with’ the 287,808 fr. 84, brought forwanl from th 
precoding year’s accounts, will allow of 9,844,187 fr. St ¢. to be placed to the 
Statutory Reserve Fund; 6,000,000 fr. to an Extraordinary Reserve 1a 
halanco of 151,001 fr. 93 ¢. to be enrried over to next year’s account 

Of the halanco now proposed to be allotte Iment of gros 
and 41 fr. 31, net, was distributed on account on the Ist January whieh, 
togothor with the interest for 190, amounting to 25 fr. gross 15022 fr. not 
leaves. a balance of 85304 fr. gross, and 81-063 fr. net, dividend available for 
distribution on the Tot Fuly next 

ho capital sliares will receive, fa addition, the Half years iiterest for 1905, vis, 
12 fr, 50 ¢, gross, and 9-098 fr. net, so that the total sum payable will be 95894 fr. 

oss, and DOGG fr. 1 


1 Copy to Treasu 


No. 33 
Cinober of Shipping of tie United Kingdom to Foreign Offce.°—(Received June 6.) 


Whittington Avenue, Leadenhall Street, London, 
Sir, June 5, 1905. 

REFERRING to your letter of the 31st March last to me, [am now directed by 
the resident of this Chamber to respectfully inquire whether the Marquess of 
Lansdowne has artived at any conclusions with respect to the various matters relating 
to the Canal upon whieh the joint deputation from this Chamber aud the 
Liverpool Steam-ship Ownors’ Association, which waited upon hie Lordship on the 
Mh Pobruary last, had the honour to address him, 

1 um further directed by the President of this Chamber to state that, os a meeting 
of the Executive Council of this Chamber has been convened for Wednesday the 
2ist instant, it would be a great convenience to the Executive Council if I could be 
favoured, on or before that date, with a reply to this communication, 

T have, &. 
(Signed) W. H. COOKE, Secretary. 





© Copy to Beard of Trade, June 9, 190% 


58 


amount without deduction of 
next, will be 16,859,847 fr. 18 c., 


4 Capital shares at. 
Actions de Jouiseance at 3 wo 


Total =. ; rar 


‘The net profits will be distributed to the shareholders in accordance with 
Article 63 of the Statutes in the following proportions — 


71 per een to te Sbateholders 


We have, & 
(Signed) H. AUSTI 
J 


. C. ARDA\ 
H T. ANSTRUTHER 





No, 
‘Treasury to Foreign Office—(Received May 30,) 


Treeaury Chambers, May 29, 1905. 
AS requested in your letter of the 19th instant, Iam directed by the Lords 
ionors of His Majesty's Treasury, to transmit herewith, to he laid before the 
tate for Foreign Affairs, the a ying certificate,* signed by their 
nent Secretary, a8 to the continned possession of Suez Canal ‘shares 
by His Majesty's Government. 
Tam, &c 
(Signed) g. W. HAMILTON. 





No. 33, 
‘The Marquess of Lowstowne to Sir F. Bertie. 


(No. 109. Commercial.) 
Sir, Foreign Office, May 30, 190! 

IN accordance with the request of the Brltish Diractors of the Suez Can 
Company, I transmit herewith a certificate,® signed ly the Permanent Sceretary to the 
‘Treasury, stating the number of shares held by Mis Majesty's Government in that 
Cony a 

Mui document should be produced st the office of the Con ny before the 
6th June next, the date of the Annual General Meeting, and 1 request that your 
Excellency will instruct a member of His Maj Embassy to attend the meeting 
as usual to represent His Majesty's Government 

Tam, &e. 
(Gigned) LANSDOWNE, 





+ Not priated, 





No, 34. 
British Suex Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.*—(Received June 7.) 


(No. 18. Commercial.) 
My Lord, Paris, June 3, 1905. 
WE have the honour to transmit to your Lordship herewith six copies of the 
Report to be presented by the Council of the Suez Canal Company to the sharcholdors 
at their general meeting on the 6th instant.t 
We have, & 
(or the British Directors), 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LEE. 





No. 85, 


British Suee Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.t—(Received June 16,) 


(No. 14, Commercial.) 
My Lon Paris, June 7, 190 

WE have the honour to inform you that we attended yesterday the 
genom meoting of the Suez Canal Company, presided over by Princo d’ Arenberg, 

Mr, Roginnld Lister, Councillor of His Majesty’s Embassy, was present as the 
Represeutativo of tho British Goverament, and acted ax one of the sceutinoors, 

‘Tho Report presented by the Council, of which copies wore inclosed ia o 
despatch No, 18, Commercial, of tho Srd instant, was rend by the Prosidont, wh 
after the Auditors had read thelr report, addressed the mecti a long speech, of 

hich we shall forward the text in a subsequent despateh, 

A sharoholder proposed a vote of thanks to the Directors for their successful 
administration of the allure of the Company, which was tnanimously carried. 

‘The following Resolutions were then put to the mooting by the President :— 


(a,) To approve the Roport of the Council of Administration. 

(U,) To approve the Auditors" report 

(c) ‘To approve tho divid sed by the Council of Administration, 

(1) ‘To appoint Auditors for the xccounts of 1905, 

(c,) ‘To confirm the appointment of M. Paul Mirabaud, M. 1. Hl. Ruyswenaers and 

. Guillain to All the places rendered vacant hy tho deaths of tho Vieomte de 
Bresson, M. Anslijn, and M, Guillaume respectively, and of Mv. J. W, Hu: 
suceved Mr. J. B, Westray, who has resignod 

(F) To elect three Administrators in the place of those whose term of olfico had 
expired, but who prosonted themselves for re-olection, viz,: M, G. Le Chi 
M, Geo, Plate, Volsin Bey 


hos to 


No ballot having been called for, the Resolutions were deolared to be unanimously 
adopted, and the procesdings then ended. 


We have, &e. 
(Signed) IL. AUSTIN LEE 
©, ARDAGH. 
T. ANSTRUTHER, 





(o Troamry and Hoan of Trade, 
$ Copy wo Treasury, 


No. 36. 
British Suex Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.—(Received June 16.) 


(No.1. Commercial.) 
My Loni, Paris, June 7, 1905. 

WE have the honour to report that the agcounts of the Suez Canal Company for 
the year 1904, as approved by the Finance Committee, were adopted by the Council 
t their meeting on ad ultimo, and were submitted to the Annual Genoral Mocting 
of tho Shareholders 6th instant, and unanimously adoy 

A comparative Statemont of th Receipts and Expenditure for tho y 
1904 is inclosed herewith. As we have already re 

al, of the 23rd ultix al wanted last year to 119,176,308 fr. 45 

nd the expenses to 41,038,470 fr 1 net profit of 78,137,928 fr. 11 ¢ 

A copy of the President's Report, which was read at the General Mooting, hax 
already bee rarded to your Lordship, ‘The m nt featur of the I 
is the statement on p. 4 of the considerations which havo guided the Council in pro- 
posing th . dividend for the past year to 111 per sharo, carrying 
with it tho lation of a reduction in the tariff by 75 contimes, vi 
8 fr, 50 ©. to 7 fr. 75 ¢. per ton, 

It ix notoworthy also that, in punsaance of tho policy of deepening and widening 
tho channel of the Canal, the Council is now in position to nmnounce that, from tho 
Ist January next, the maximum draught of ships admittod to tho Canal will bo rained 
from 8 metres to 8 metres 23 centim., or tho equivalent of 27 feet. 

Receipts. The factora which contributed to the incroase in the receipts of 1004 
aro explained in the first paragraph of the President's Report, 'Thoy havo nlroady béon 
brought undor your Lordship's observation in our despatch No. 10, Commercial, 
covering our Annual Rotarn of the tonnage passing through the Canal, forwarded for 
submission to Parliamen 

Fincacial Operations.—Although the sum of tho receipts exceeds that of the 

ious year by 12,300,532 fr. 60 ¢., wo have to record a diminution of 88,775 fr 

tho profit derived from the financial operations of tho Comp 
almost entirely due to the increase in the amount deducted in this weotion of the nc 
for the costs of transmission of funds to France both from Egy 
‘Tho comparativo amounts of these deduction O13 fr, 1404, and 

903 nnd 1004 respectively, showing an increase of 84,832 fr. 60 c. under this head 

The annuity payable to tho Egyptian Government under the Railway Convent 
of the Ist February, 1902, stands in the account at the sane sum as last year, viz, 
120,000 fr 

Domaine Commun —On the other hand there i an increase in the receipts both 
from the letting and the sale of sites in the " Domaine commun,” amounting togothor to 
6,042 fe. 6 6 

Tronsit and Navigation—Tho receipts vnvler thin wo 
115,073,621 fr. 37 ¢,, of which 115,400,858 fr. 99 ¢ ranait dures alono ; the 
balince of 572,968 fr. 38 c. being derived from pilotage harbour duos, hiring 
of floating material, &c., and letting of lands in the of Port Said, ‘The 
increase in tho transit receipts alano amounta t M46, while tho net 
increase under all the heads mentioned is 12,300,532 fr 
popularity of the 
Wit. prosperity 
of the undertaking. It is also in marked contrast to the figures 6 r 
despatch at the same period last year, when we hnd to report o diminution of the 
receipts of transit and navigation of 100,535 fr., imuodiately following on tho last 
reduction of the tariff from 9 fr. to 8 fv. 50 ¢. por tom, 

In the same despatch (No. 24, Commercial, of the Oth Juno, 1004) we had the 
honour to draw your Lordship's attention to the record takings for a single mouth 
March 1001—of 10,8¢ fr, ‘This “ record” has now been passod by the takings of 

y of this year, which appear in the published Returns at 11,154,000 fe 

Espenditure.—The working expenses for 1904 amount to 41,038,470 fr, 34 
which sum 29,157,809 fr. 34 c. represents working expenses properly vo called, including 
the charges for interest and sinking fund account, and for the ineiirance fund account ; 
to which inunt be added the tio items of 1,800,011 fe. and 10,080,650 fr, for interest 

1 redemption of th lated coupons and interest and redemption of the loan 


This increase afords a most striking illustration « 


Suez Canal route to the East, and is most emphatio p 





count, respectively 043 fr. 31 ¢. than that of the previous 
year, and the net profit, c wer expenditure, is 78,137,028 fr. lle. OF 
this, the sum t Statutory Reserve Fund, as we have already reported, 
ubsorl 3 000,000 fr. are carried toa special reserve; while the 
um of 287 ught forward from last year's account, allows of the 
Council carrying forward’ 154,901 fr fo next account, and dividing a net profi 
according to the Company’s statates of 70,026,107 fr. 18 c. mn follows 


71 por cent, to the Sharehoh 
is Egyptian Gover 
Tees Founders 

2 Asninistat 


We have, se. 
(Signed) H, AUSTIN LLB 
J. ©. ARDAGIE 
Hi TRUTHER, 














The British Suex Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.—(Received June 10.) 


(No. 16. Commereial.) 
My Lord, Paris, June 8, 1905. 
WE have the honour to transmit herewith to your Lordship a copy of a letter 
addressed to the Sceretary of the Treasury by Sir Henry Austin Lee, Resident 
Director in Pariy, with regard to the sums due for dividend and interest on the 
Ist July next in’ respect of the Suez Canal shares belonging to His Majesty's 
Government 
We have, &. 
(For the British Directors), 
(Signed) Hi: AUSTIN LER. 


Tnelosurm in No. 37. 


Sir H. Austin Lee to Treasury. 

Sir, Paris, 8, 1903 

Ta accordance with the instructions laid down in the Treasury Minute of th 
13th December, 1804, I have the honour to inform you that the balance of dividend 

04 due and payable ou tho Ist July next in xospoot 0 share ons 

aissanee” of the Suez Oanal Company will be 14 47 fr. 18 ¢ 

To this will bo added the half. Interest for 1905 on tho capital shares only at 
12 fx. 50 ¢, per sharo, amounting to 2,183,800 fr 

The total sum receivabl Ills Majesty's ent will theref 
16,859,547 fr. 18 ¢., mado up ax foll 


Total 


This amount will be remitted to Mi ment to 
ILis Majesty's Goveramont on the 1 to redeive in due 
onrse the pts in the for 
ignatur ransmission to the 





British Suex Canol Directors 


(No.7. © iol 
My Tord, June 15, 19 

“ “WII reforence to our despatch No, 14, Comm f the 7th instant, we hav 
tho honour to forward herewith to your Lordship the copy of tho “ Bulletin Décadaire 
of the Suez Canal Company for the 12th-13th Juno, containing a full report of the 
General Annual Meeting of the Suez Canal Company, and articular the 
nee Auguste d’Aronberg, which we would bring to 


explanatory specoh made by P 
your Lordship's special notice, 
‘The President's remarks were received with approval by the share 
holdors, of who there were 508 p resenting 225,868 shar 
Lhave, &e. 
the British Directors), 
H. AUSTIN LEE. 


py to Treasury ant E 


No. $7 
Foreign Office to Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom. 


Foreign Office, June 20, 1905, 
AM directed by the Marquoss of Lansdowne to refer to your lotter of the 
stant, in which you inquire whether his Lordship has arrived nt any conclusions 
with respect to the various mattors relating to the Suez Canal upon which the joint 
deputation from the € « of Shipping and the Liverpool Steamship Owners’ 
Association addressed him on the Oth of February last 
1 am to request that you will be good enough to inform the President of the 
Chamber that Loni Lansdowne regrets that he is not yet in a position to state tho 
views of His Majesty's Government in regard to these questions. His Lonilship has 
teen unable to come to any decision without further reference to some of his 
colleagues ; he trasts, however, to be able to communicate with'your Chamber again 
‘on the subject on an early date. 
Tam, & 
(Signed) 4 MPBELL, 











losure in No. 38, 
“ Bulletin Dé 


rapport ét 
termes : 


$7 ire Ia lecture di ne aussi exactement 
que nous 7 s le faire sur tout ce qi rne la gestion des intéréts que vou 
Hous avez Co! 


“ Avant de répondreaux question 


qui pourront m'¢tre adressées, je voudrais vous 
I 


plications qui me paraissent utiles, aprds tout co quia été dit ot 
rement au la direction de ln Compagnie de Suoz. J 

q ui ne 4 es sont 
nstanc m rehé A défend intérdt 
it d'attendre. Ea effet, 


crois pouvoir 
améritées et qu’er 
des actionnaires, on 
ions quiils étaient légitime- 
on ne pas associer étroitement 
is que Tos un 
al do Su 


jonnnires et coux 
crifices pour eréor 


que ¢ 
apportent les principales ressourec 
que des paroles d’'éloge pour 1a ma 
(Applauissemen 
“Ah! sans doute, nous no sommos 


iy pas parvenus i satistaire tout Ie 
quoique 


riverons jamais A satisthire t monde 
is, qui ont trouvé un pou d'éelh Allem 
contre nd campa yante 


Mossieurs, Quand wai i un suced 


Mavement 


mbroux ct 

proportions que parfois ils 

serait, par sttite, résulté du 

lis que d'autres t continud A payor 
nent = 

n consteuisant des bateaux due forme 

ns Ia circonstauce dont il sagit. Toutes les 

de tonnage, telles que celles des ports, des 

nous, contre les pritentions de quelques 
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irs, Laissez-moi vous raconter ée qui s'est passé, en 1898, & une réunion de Ia 
des ‘Naval Architects’: Un constructeur expliquait comment, lorsqu’on savait 
prendre, on pouvait aménager un navire de fagon A passer & ebté des r'glement: 
disait qu'il suffisait pour cola d'éviter de muvir certains espaces de portes régulidres 
ou de donner ih Hes. exp Jos des attributions imaginaires, et de les remplir 
ensuite de marehandises. 1 x qui assistaiont A ces explications ne put 
s'emptcher de séerier: « Pour e fois de ma vie, je erois assister A une réunion 
des quarante yoleurs.’  (Rires.) i 
tre ces prétentions, et c'est ce que 
nous avons di ‘ 
“On nous objeete quo depuis te réunion de 1a Commission do Constantinople, qi 
1 riglementé le mesurage des navires passant par le Canal do Suez, lex boteaux ont 
tellement changé de forme qu'il serait han de une nouvelle riglomentation 
IL n'est pas doutoux que les formes ct les dimensions des navires so sont modifides 
( mais jl ost non moins certain que, quelles quo soient ces formes ct ces 
dimensions, tes navires rosteront toujours destings 4 teansp  marcbandisos dank 
doe expaces ott on les mottra A Vabri de In mer. ont pricixémont ces expaces que 
nous avons lo droit de taxer et que nous taxerons tant que la Compagnie de 8 
exintora, To désir do nous amener f ne pas appliquor Ia taxed cortains espaces. plus 
ow moins habilemont eomb 6 Vorigine de In campagne quia été mend contro 
noww, Att cours de eatte camps t norvi de tous les moyens et on a employs 
to procédés, Noa coll’ t6 de Londres ont 6té mis en cause ot ont 
taquds aveo une exteime vivacité, Jo stis heareux de Voceasion qui m’est 
offerte de vendre un public hom ‘ux membres de eo Comité qui, par leur 
droiture ot par | ont si bien mérité votre confiance et votro gratitude, 
(Applaudissements,) Depuin que te meeting de Londres « mis fin aux difficultés qui 
oxistaiont on 1883, tous nos collagues Anglais ont tenu A honneur do ne pas #0 
téparer de nous et do roster les gardiens vigilants des intérits dont ilsavaient In change 
(Anplaudissements,) 


Voyant que lea attaques ne réussissaient pas, on a eu recours & la menace. 
‘Vous aver, du parlor du projet d'un second canal i travers I'Tsthme 
de Suez, et vous avez accueilli cette nouvelle sans en dtre tr’s improssionnés. Ceux 


rs n'y attachniont probablement pas beaucoup plus d'impor- 

tunes quo vor Jai de xévieuses raisons de croiro que, parm! les inventeurs 
de Ia menace, il ven est trouvé un quia fait des démarches pour dovenir administin- 
ten notre Compagnie. (Rives) Voyex-voux dans quelle pénible sitantion se 
somit trouvé co pauvre administrateur ehargé de défendre les intérits de ln 
en mene temps de propager \'idée d'un second canal parallile. 


Cone ront pas des menaces de co genre qui pourront nous faire dévier de lo 
ligne de conduite que nous avons adoptée avee votre approbation ; elles ne pourrais 
quo nour encourager h eanserver Lattitude que nous avons prise, si nous avions bes 
eneourngements. 

“La riponso aux agitations, aux menaces, est tr’s simple. Toutes les fois que 
votre dividende augmentera dine somme suflisante pour justifior une dé 
charges do nos clients diminueront, et en méme temps que noits rendrons le passa 
travers le Canal moins eviiteux, nous nous efforcerons de le rendrw plus facile et plus 
rapide, (Applauclissements 

I Dr aetoe ane omthione que Ia prochaine détaxe de 
accordée lorsque Ie revenu atteindmit 185 fr, Nous ne pouvions pax p 
mime aveo les appréciations les plus optimistes, que les résultats de Texe 
sorsient tels que nous ne pourriogs pas raisonnablement limit nde A 
Crest copendant co qui sest produit, ct, si le trafic de 1904 avait été acquis da 
conditions normales, nous aurions pu ‘porter Ie dividende A un ehitfre beaucoup plus 
Alové, qui cit ontraind une double détaxe de 50 centimes équivalant A une perte de 
pits de 13,500,000. : 

“Mais pouvions-nous considirer les résultats de Vexercice 1904 comme 
dlans dex conditions tout & fait normales? Nous ne le pensons pas, 
rappeler les grands transports do charbon nécessités par In guerre Russo-Jn 
les transports d'une récolte exeeptionnelle exportée des Indes Anglaixes pour faire 
comprondre que ees deux sources de revenu ne se retrouveront peut-étre pas dans 

es qui Yout suivre. Nous yous proposons done de limiter Je reve 
nets, chiffre qui correspond A augmentation de trafie que Yon peut considérer comme 
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normalement acquise. Si yous votez la réserve extraordinaire que noux yous pro- 
cette stabilité de votre revenu & Inquelle vous attaches beaucoup de prix 
inement garantie, 4 moins de ces circonstances exeeptionnelles qui déroutent 
toutes les prévisions. 
vous proposant de fixer le revenu A 141 fr. nous yous annongons notre 
intention de détaxer de 75 centimes, Or, nous avons déclaré plusieurs reprises que 
les détaxes seraient faites par tranches de 50 ceutimes; il y a Hi une apparence de 
contradiction qu'il convient de dissiper. 

*Lorsqu’on vous a parlé de détaxes de 50 centimes, on yous a exposé les raisons 
qui conduissient & adopter cette base oxpliqué qu'une détaxe de quelques 
centimes n’aurait aucun avaplage séricux pour les arinateurs et qu'elle entrainerait 
une pete pour les actionnaires sans la Soin eons ite d'un encouragement donné au 
développement des transports, Ce sont Ii des rnisons qui peuvent empécher dabaisser 
les tarifs d’au moins de 50 centimes ; on ne saurait les invoquer pour ne pas consentir 
une détaxe supérieure d ce chiffre. "Du moment oit nous sommes amenés & distribuer 
141 fr. il ne serait ni loyal, ni conforme & Vesprit du programme de Londres, dé 
limiter la détaxe & 50 centimes. L/application littérale de ce programme de Londrvs, 
dont on a beaucoup médit, mais dont pourtant vous dover savoir gré A ceux qui l'ont 
congu, aurait entravé Ia progression de votre revenu, puisquau-dessus du revenu de 
125 fr, net tous les béndfices de la Compagnie devaiont dtr appliqués en réductions 
jusqui co que le droit fit réduit 4100 fr, Vous n'auriex jamais accepté la anise en 
Fratique dune clause aussi restrictive, aussi nuiniblo A vos inténits, Quelle est 
Fassembiée dactionnaires qui s'y serait pritée ? 

“Je vous rappelle, daillours, que, lo 29 Mai, 1884, on vous a dit, A propos du 
programme de Londres, “qu'il no sagissait pas d'un contrat, d'uno convention, d'un 
engagoment, mais quil n'y avait, en réalité, qu'un programme dont les articlos 
successifs, sans exception, ne peuvent étre appliqués, dans Pavenir, quien vertu d'une 
décision spéciale de I'nssembiée des actionnaires’ "Mais, Measicurs, «il n'est pas 
possible d'appliquer littéraloment le programme de Londres, c'est rainon de plus pour 
ester fiddles i son esprit, au principe de In participation des armnteurs aux bénét 
des actionnaires; jfestime qu’en restant fidéles A ce principe, eu nows y conformant 
loyalement, noms sauvegardons yor intérits 

Hy a quelques jours, j'ai regu une lettre d'un actionnaire quia bien youlu 
nr‘éerire én mienvoyant son’ pouvoir, co dont jo lui suis reconnaissant. En méme 
temps, il exprimait ses rogrets do voir appliquer une détaxe de 75 contimos, ot i 
ajoutait que ce ne pouvait étre qu’en eédant dos prooédés de chantage que nous 
avions consenti cette détaxe, Il terminait en diswut. que cortaius actionnaires yoyaiont 
aveo peine qu'on les humiliait devant Varrogance fritannique. Nous serious pre 
fondémont malhouroux si nons pensions que l'un queleonque dontro vous peut ttre 
humilié; mais, on vérité, je we puis apetcovoir jet ni humiliation, i arrog 
Ainsi que je vous lai dit, lok agitations et les menaces n’auront jamalx aucun pring 
sur nous, cor notre seule et unique preoccupation restora toujours la bonne adininistea- 
tion des affaires de la Compagnio. (Applaudlasements.) 

Messieurs, on me demandera peut-6tre quand se fora In prochaine détaxe. Je 
répondrai que je n’en saix rien, Je n'ai pas de godt pour les prophéties, ot quand il 
s‘agit d'affaires commerciales, les prophéties sont particuliérement sujettes A caution, 
Co que je puis affirmer, c'est qu'anoune détaxe ne ser jamaix faite sans que votre 
dividende soit angmenté dune somme correspondante, et par conséquent jo worais 
disposé b appeler de mes vaoax de nouvelles réduetions We tari, paisque ce Serat Ia 
preuve In plus incontestable de Iaccroissemont de votre richesso ct de In prosperité do 

(re entreprise. 

“ Aprés avoir parlé de l'association que jo crois si néoessaire entre les intérbts des 
actionnaires et ceux des armateurs, je vondrais dire quelques mots dex travaux qui ont 
été exéoutés pour améliorsr Io Canal ot des travaux que nous projetons de faire dany 
Vavenir. C'est 1A, en cffet, une autre maniére, et non In moins elficace, de faire 
participer nos clients aux avantages qu’ils nous procurent. 

“Le Canal de 1883 avait § métres de profondeur ot 22 mitres de largeur, Le 
Canal actuel a presque partout plus de matres de profondeur et sa largeur, 4S matres, 
ext d'au moins 37 métres; dans les courbes, qui toutes ont 6té rectifiées, In Inrgeur 
minima a été portée de 22 métres 52 matres, En 1883 il y avait douze gares ; la 
largeur au droit de ces gares était de 37 métres; elle n été portée & 52 metres; In 
Jongveur de chacane d'elles » été considérablement accrue et leur nombre doublé. | Je 
ne poursuivral pas plus longtemps T'énumération des perfectionnements réalisés, 
Parti lesquels je citerai seulement encore organisation du transit de nuit. “Il me 





suffira de mentionner les résultats obtenus tant au point de vue de In rapidité.que de 
Ja séourité des traverses. En 1888, 3,307 navires {réquent: et le 
passage d'une mer & autre demandait quarante-huit heures en chiffres ronds. En 
1904, 4,287 navires ont transité ot Ia durée moyenne de leur passage a été de dix-huit 
heures. Quant aux échouages, leur proportion s'est abaissée de 85 pour mille & 
15 pour mille; elle n'est méme que de 8 pour mille, si Yon considére seulement les 
Gchouages nécessitant le concours des appareils de la Compagnie. 

Mais ces travaux, ces améliorations, ne représentent pas tous les avantages dont 
nos clients ont bénéficié. Pour se faire une idée des sacrifices consentis, il fa 
rappeler que, depuis 1884, la Compa: porte les dépenses résultant des échouag 
ou des accidents survenus dans le tune réduetion de 2 fr. 50 c. par toune sur 
le tarif du transit a été secordé aux navires sur lest, que les droits de pilotage ont 
été supprimés, que le tarif des navires chargés est abaissé enfin de 10 fr. 50 ¢ i 
§ fr. 50 ¢. par toune ot sera fixé, A partir du 1” Janvier, 1906, & 7 fr. 75. 

“Copendant, Messiears, nous ne nous arréterons pas li; le progr’s marche vite 
et nous entendons a’étre jamais en retard sur le progris. On nous avait demande, 
en 1884, d'approfondir le Canal A 9 métres; nous Vapprofondirons 4 10 motres 
50 centim. ; nous lapprofoudirous davantage encore si cela devenait nécesssire. 1 

x sont activement poussés, Das le 1” Janvier prochain, nous augmenterons le 
tirant d'eau autorisé d'une vingtaine de centimatres et nous espérons que lappro- 
fondissoment 4 10 métres 50 centim, sera terminé dans un délni de quelques années. 
Nous pourrons done décider de nouvelles et importantes augmentations du tirant d'eau 


ment supplémentaire de 20 centim. permettra aux navires susceptibles 

» profiter entidrement dombarquer en moyenne 400 tonnes de marchandises de 

Ll en révult tau certain nombre de bitiments. Les 
résultats do année 1904 pormott faire une idée de ce que pourra’ étro cet 

durant Ia 207 navires de ec ont bénéficié de 
mentation du tirant d'eau (de 7 metres $0 o Is ont, de ce 
fait, transports environ 47,000 tonnaux de marchandises de plus en acquittant les 
méies droits de transit. Sans chercher A évaluor avec précision le béndfice quiils ont 
retin’ du transport de ces marchandises supplémentaires, on pout se rendre compte de 
son importance et des avantages qu'entraineront, dans Yavenit, les augmentations 
suceessives de tirant d'eau que In Compagnie autorisern au fur ot h mesure de Pappro- 
fondissemont du Canal. 

“Jin méme temps que nous approfondissons le Canal, nous I'élargiswns, Notre 
but est do riunir toutes les gares, de manidre que les plus’ gros bitiments puissent a 
croiser hun endroit queleonque. Nous pourrons, d’antre part, permettre aux navites 
do mareher & une allure un pen plus rapide os partics droites progressivement 

largies ct approfondies. A Port Said, enfin, nous termincrons les grands travaux cn 
rs of projetés yelico auxquols le port pourra toujours répondre A tous les besoins, 
auely que soient cos besoins 

“ Nous procéderons it ces améliorations librement, largement, parce que nous avons 
A cwur daccorder au commerce universel toutes les facilités qu'il peut légitimement 
soubsiter ot parce qu’en agissant Iargement nous avons Ia conviction d'assurer Ia 
eroissante proxpéirité de votre Société. 

Jo viens de yous donner un apercu des améliorations réalisées ot des travaux 
projétés. Jo nipdte que ceux qui sont le mieux A méme de connaitre In manidre d'agir 
do la Compagnie, appriciont los sacrifices et los efforts qui ont été faits, et qu’lls nous 
cen sont reconnaissants, Si quelquea-uns ne veulent on tenir aucun’ compte, vous 
pensorvs avec moi que opinion de nos peincipaux clients est la meilloure at 
nous suflit dans les circonstances présentes 

“ Mesdames, Messieurs, je orois avoir répondu aux eritiques qui nous a\ 
adrosndes ot vous avoir démoutrs que nous sommes. restéa dale. In. pol ique qui 
inspimit V'illustry fondatour de notre Compagnie, Ferdinand de Lesseps, Nous avons 
conscience d'avoir accompli notes tiche avec tout le zile et tout lo dévouement. que 
Von doit mettre au service d'une onteoprise aussi bolle et aussi considdrable ques In 
votre, et que vous avox le droit d'exigur de ceux que yous honores de votre conflance.” 
(Applandissements prolonges,) 
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Aprés V'allocution de M. le Prince Auguste d'Arenberg, un actionnaire donne 
lecture de la motion suivante 


* Vassemblée, confiante dans activité et Je dévouement du Conseil d’Administra- 
tion, Ini adresse, en ce jour, ses plus chaleureux remereiements ct Yexpression de sa 
Profonde gratitude pour lceuvre poursuivie depuis tant années et qui a eu pour objet 
Principal Ia défense des intéréts des actionnaires, tout en ménageant nos rapports 
internationaux.” (Applowdissemente redoublés.) 


M. le Président exprime les remerciements du Conseil d’Administeation pour Ia 
manifestation dont la motion de Vhonorable sctionnaire a fouri Voceasion A 
Vassemblée, 





Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom to Foreign Office-—(Received July 1.) 


5, Whittington Avenue, Leadenhall Street, 
Bir, London, June 20, 1905. 

1 AM directed hy the Executive Council of this Chamber to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter of the 20th instant, and to ak you to kindly convey to Lord 
Lansdowne their best thanks for it 

T wns, at the same time, instructed by the Executive Council to ask you to be vo 
good 8 to daw Lord Lansdowne's attention to the following facts :— 

‘The contention of my Couneil has boon (and is) th the torms of the 
London Agreement of the 30th November, 1883 (which was signed by M, Chnrles 
A. de Lasseps, was subsequently ratified by the shareholders of the Suez Canal at a 
meeting held in Paris in the following year, and which has been treated hy both 
parties to it as a valid agreement for tho last twenty years), it wax provided that all 
the not profits of the Suez Canal Company, after a dividend of 26 per cont, had been 
paid to the sharcholders in the Company, should “he applied to the reduction of dues 
until auch dues nre reduced to 5 fr." 

Notwithstanding, however, this distinct agreement, the Directors of the 
Suez Canal Company declared a dividend for the year 1903 of 26 per cont,, and— 
sineo the date of the interview which the Joint Deputation from this Chamber aud 
the Liverpool Steatn-ship Owners’ Association had with Lord Lansdowne nt th 
Foreign Office on the 9th February Inst—they have declared a dividend for the yi 
19904 of no less than 28 per cont. 

‘ 
per cent. (above the dividend of 25 per cent. 
Moai Agreement of 1883) 
‘rita of the Suee 
pr on 
suthoriaed by the Suee Canal Agreement of 1883) for the year 1004 
fm the 8,000,000. of share capital im the Byer Canal ‘Company, 
sounts to ce gti 5 5 240,000 
Not oaly, however, dit the Director of the Suen Canal Company deelare 
1 dividend of 28 per cent.on toe capital of 4,000,000. of the Suez Canal 
Company for the year 1904, but they len earried out of the surpl 
ProBts of that yenr, to a apecial secoun,” the mim of 5,000,000 free 200,000 
In adiition, the Direetors, out of the peubte of the year 1004, carried to 
the ordinary reserve account the mim of 2344147 fe 84, or. 98,768 


Making’ totalof <)/esfaye ant SRTEG 


My Council observe that the net register tonnage of the vessels of all nationalities 
‘which passed through the Suez Canal during the year 1904 amounted to 13,401,835 tons 

If the above-mentioned sum of 613,766 had been devoted—as my Council contend 
that under the London Agreement of the 30th November, 1883, it ought to have been 
devoted—to the reduction of the dues upon vessels passing through the Suez Canal, it 
would ha vlmitted of an immediate reduction being made in the Suez Canal dues 
of nearly 1d. per ton. As the number of British vessels making use of the Sux 
Canal amounted during the year 1904 to 65 per cent, of the total number of vessels. 





et 


wssed through the Suez Canal during that year, it is, 
British ship-owners are by far the heaviest sufferers’ by the 
Directors in this matter. 
My Council desire me to state that they have not, overlooked the fact that at the 
‘janoual meeting of the Suez Canal Company in Paris the President announced 
that the Sues Canal Directorate proposed to make—as it were, ex gratia—a reduction 
of 7}d. per ton in the Suez Canal dues as from the 1st January next 
my Council instruct me to observe that they regard this proposed 


Upon this, 
fra next as having no bearing upon th 


reduction of 74d. per ton as from the Ist January 
matter, their contention being that the ship-owners not oaly of this Company, but 
all nationalities, are entitled, as of right, under the Suez Canal Agreement of 188 
to an immediate reduction of nearly 11d. per ton on the dues now paid, of which 
reduction they have been, and are being, improperly depeived. 

(Signed) W. I. COOKE 





No. 40. 


Sir T, Angier to Mr. Balfowr.—(Received at Foreign Office, August 14.) 


Eaxchange Chambers, St, Mary Axe, London, 
June 23, 1905 
I’ is pretty generally known that in 1904 the Canal Company deliberately broke 
the Agreement entered into with the British ship-owners in 1883, confirmed by the 
sharcholders in genoral mecting in 1884, and carried out in all its dotails up to 1904, 
Hy the Report of the meeting held in Paris on the Gth instant the brexch 
is reponted in an aggravated form and in the face of strong protests from British and 
ship-owners, 
Tho result of this high-handed action i not only the loss to the ship 
countries trading Rast, of some $20,001, in dues, but it creates a fatal and mischie 
for it allows @ private monopoly to handicap for its special benefit the 
of tho whole world, and to dishonour its solemn engagements with 


Sir, 


ng prompt netion by the interested parties. 


It is evident that the position of the British Government in this matter assumes 


fn vory grave anpect, 16 consideration, 
he British Govor y \ 
bins throe Representatives on the Boord ; ‘as recelved nearly half 
funds ns its sharo, and itx Representatives on the Canal Dire 
of policy, no doubt) acquiesced in the action of the Board. 
‘Thetefore, 10 put it plainly, as matters stand, the British Government is partici- 
ator in what can only be desoribed as dishonourable dealing on the part of t 
‘anal Company. ; 
The Company has inisappropriated (1904-1005 included) the amount of 320,0001., 
‘oF 8,000,000 fr. (4 por cont. on 8,000,001.) to dividend, when it was bound by a 
solemn Agreement to apply this sum to mducing the tonnage dues, 
Earnest representations made by the British ship-owners to the Government have 
so for boon fruitless 
Suroly it is time, Sir, for son 
Government from its apparently compromising position. 
“As an earnest and loyal supporter of the present Goverment, I appeal for prompt 
attention to this matter. Pressure of work, I feel sure, aceounts for inaction up to 


tho present. 


jaros in the weong-doing 
the misapprop 
tornte have (for re 


z to be done to effectually extricate the 


I have, &e. 
(Signed) THEO. V. 8. ANGIER. 
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No. 41 
Mr. Ramsay to Sir T. Angier.—(Communicated to Foreign Office, August 14.) 


Sir, 10, Downing Street, Whitehall, August 8, 1906. 

1 AM desired by the First Lord of the Treasury to acknowledge the rec pt of 
your letter of the 23rd June last, in which you call attention to the action af the 
Snez Canal Company in regard to certain’ questions arising out of the London 
Agreement of 1853. 

In reply, I am to inform you that this matter has been under the consideration, of 
the Seeretary of State for Foreign Affairs, and that Mr, Balfour has brought to. the 
notice of the Marquess of the Lansdowne the views which you have express 

1 &e, 
(Signed) M. G, RAMSAY. 





No, 42 
Board of Trade to Foreign Office—(Recrived August 30.) 


Sir, Board of Trade, August 29, 1908, 

WITH reference to your letter of the 18th instant, transmitting a ‘copy of a letter 
addressed to the Pri Ministor by Sir T, V. 8, Angier on the subject of the admin 
stration of the Suez Canal, and asking for a reply to the letter from the F n Office 
of the 25th May last, I am directed by the Board of Timde to state, for the information 
of the Marquess of Lansdowne, that they regrot that they are unable to reply to the 
Jotter in question, as the water ik sill under the consideration of His Majesty's 
Goverument. 

Tam, &. 
(Signed) T. H.W. PI 


No. 43 
Sir K, Bertie to the Marquess of Lansdowns,®—-( Received September 6) 


(Ne 278, Co al.) 
lord, Paris, September Y 
1 THANE. the liggour to tennant horowith to your Lords) ne oan inte 
1 have mogived from the President of the Suez Canal Company announcing a 
ion in the transit dues through the Suct Canal, and an increase in the draught 
of water nllowed for vessels passing through it 
Thave, &e 
(Signed) FRANCIS BERTIE, 


Inclosure in No. 438. 
Prince d' Arenberg to Sir F, Bertie 


M. l'Ambawadeor, Pari te 8 
imo Maris, le 1 Septembre, 1906. 

_. FAL Thonnour de porter & votre conpaissan yous priant de bien vouloir on 
inforwer votre Gouvernement, que te Conseil «Adiinistrtion de ta Compagnie da 
anal de Suez a, dans si stance du 1* Septembre, 1905, décidé. qu’d a 
Cena dp Bacs, ptembr dé qu'd partir du 

1. Le droit de transit sera diminné de 75 cootimes par tonne et ¢ trouvera duit 
ainsi & 7 fr, 750.5 

2. Le tirant d'eau maximum sutorind 
actuelle 8 miétres (26 pieds 3 pouces Au 


(37 pieds Anglais). 


es nayires transitours, qui eat 
vera ports AS matres 23 centim, 


tr 
(Signé) Prince AUGUSTE D'ARENBURG. 





© Copy to Howe of Trade, Se 11, 1905, 





No. 44. 
British Suez Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.*—(Received September 13.) 


(No. 18. Commercial.) 
‘My Lord, Paris, September 1, 1905. 

" WE have the honour. to report that at the meeting of the Council of the Suez 
Canal Company held this day M. Casimir-Perier, the former President of the 
Republic, a Director of the Company, was elected to fill the post af Vice-President 
‘rendered vacant by the death of M. Boucard. 

Vice-Admiral Humann, a retired officer of the French navy, and M. Stéphane 
Derville, Obairman of the Paris, Lyons, and Mediterranean Railway Company, were 
at the same time elected to fill the seats on the Board rendered vacant by the d 
of MM. Boneard and Viellard, 

We have, &e. 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LEE 
J. C. ARDAGH 
i. T. ANSTRUTHER. 


No, 45. 
British Sues Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lanscowne,t—( Received September 18.) 


(No. 19, Commercial.) 
My Lord, ris, September 2, 1005. 
WITH reference to our despatch No. 15, Commercial, of the 7th June last, wo 
have the honour to inform your Lordship that’ at the meeting of the Council of th 
Suoz Canal Company held Yesterday, it was decided to roduco the transit dues fro1 
8 fr, 50 0, to 7 fr, 76 ©, por ton, to take effect from the Ist Jamunry, 1906. 
It was also decided to increase the draught allowed for vowols passing through 
the canal from 8 metros (26 ft, 3 in,) to 8 metros 28 contim. (27 foot) 
We 
(Signed) IN LEE. 
J, ©, ARDAGH. 
H. T. ANSTRUTHER, 


No. 46. 
Sir H, Austin Lee to the Marquess of Lanadowne.t—(Received September 14.) 


felegenphic.) Kn clair, Paris, September 14, 1005. 
SINKING of steamer “Chatham in Suez Canal. Canal Company are tak 
all steps possible to provent any accident, but very difficult in viow of contradictory 
opinions to decide hore what is best to be done, whether to discharge the cargo or blow 
up the ship. ‘There is still « froe passayo, and the transit of vessels by day continues 
normally. ‘The chiof officials of the Company now on I France ret 
to-morrow to Egypt accompanied by representatives from London 
who furnished and louded 70 tons of dynamite and blasting gelatine, 
Please inform Admiralty, Boart of Trade, and Explosives Department, Home 
Often, 


Sir H. Austin Lee to the Marquess of Lansdowne.*—(Received September 16.) 


(Teleg ) En clair. Paris, September 16, 1905. 

SUEZ CANAL traffic, which owing to dredging operations to widen Canal where 
steamer “Chatham” is sunk was suspended during portion of yesterday, will be 
resumed for three hours this morning, but it will be necessary to close it later, It is 
hoped, however, tha k will be finished to-morrow, and’ traffie resumed Monday, 
the 18th September 





No, 48. 
Sir H. Austin Lee to the Marquess of Lansdowne.t— (Received September 21.) 


(Commercial.) 
(Telegraphic.) Paris, September 2, 1905. 

SUEZ CANAL. Steam-ship “ Chathain,” 

Experts telegraph from Part Satd that owing to chemical action on the iron cargo 
of sulphuric acid from superphosphates and the presence of a largo quantity of 
hydrogen, they fear that an explosion may at an place, and recommend 
the total destenetion of the vessel, as any form of salvage is dangerous owing to 
contact of nitro.glyeerine with cargo of iron. Nobel's agents, however, with Sir Ralph 
Anstruther, President of the Nobel Company, now in Paris, consider that. no 
syontancous combustion nood. bo feared, nor action of sulphuric acid on nitro 
glycerine owing to great dilution of water. No previous exporionce of so Inrge an 

plosion, but they apprehend damage ta the Sweet Water Canal and to the bank of 
the main canal owing to proximity. Committee have determined to send instructions 
for blowing up the vessel after deflection of Swoot Water Canal in pipos at radius of 
250 metres; all preparations also being made for immediate ropair of damage. 





No. 49. 


Sir H, Austin Lee to the Marquess of Lansdowne.—(Received September 23.) 


{Commereial.) 

(felegraphic.) Bn elair Paris, September 23, 1905. 
IT has beon decided to blow up“ Chatham ns soon as outward hound P. and O, 
-boat has gone through next Wednesday 


ee 


No. 50. 
Mr, Findlay to the Marquess of Lansdowne. —( Received September 29.) 
(Xo, 12. Commercial.) 


(Telegraphic) En clair Cairo, September 29, 1908, 
MY Inst telegram, Chatham" successfully blown up. Known damage slight, 





py wo Seat of Tras, September 16, 1903. 
PY to Adal and oar of Trade Septntey 14,190 
“py Wo Adaraly, Board Trae, ald Hons Oe: Soper 14,1905 








Copy to Aduiralty and Board of Trade, September 16, 1905, 
t Copy to Adwiralty, Board of Trade, and Home Office, Septewiber 21, 1905, 
+ Copy to Admiralty wad Board of Trade, September 29, 1905, 





No. 51. 
Sir H. Austin Lee t0. the Marquess of Lansclawne.*—(Received September 30.) 


(Telegraphic.) En clair. Paris, September 30, 1005. 
SUEZ Canal engineers hope transit by day will be resumed the Sth proximo at 
latest. Soundings show channel entirely free except between kilometres 18 and 19, 
where for 80 motres there is only a depth of 16 fect 5 inches. Dredging actively 
commpenced. Please telegraph to Lord Cromer, 
(Repeated to Lard Cromer.) 





No. 52 
Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom to Foreign Office—(Received October 6. 


5, Whittington Avenue, Leadenhall Street, London, 
Sir, October 5, 1905. 

REFERRING to your letter to me of the 20th June and to my letter to you of 
the 20th June last with respect to the various matters relating to the Suez Canal upon 
which the joint deputation from this Chamber and the Liverpool Steam-ship Owners’ 
Association had the honour of addressing Lord Lansdowne on the 9th February Inst, 1 
am now ditceted by the President of this Chamber to state that, as a meeting of te 
Bxecutive Council of this Chambor has been convened for Thursday, the 26th instant, 
it would be w great convenience to the Executive Council if T could be favoured on 
or before that date with # further communication from his Lordship on the subject of 
the Suez Canal matters. 

Thave, &. 
(Signed) W. H. COOKE, 





No. 53. 


Sir H. Austin Lee to Foreign Office.t—(Received October 9.) 


(Telographic,) Bn clair: 
PASSAGE through Sues Canal now clear, ‘Transit resumed this morning. 


Paris, October 8, 1906. 


er ee eee Soe 
No. 54. 
Foreign Office to Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom. 


Sir, Foreign Office, October 11, 1905, 
WITH reference to your letter of the Sth instant in regard to the various mattors 
relating to the Suez Canal, which formed the subjeot of a deputation. to the Secretary 
of State in February last, I am directed ty the Manuese of Lansdowne to atate that 
he has not yet been able to confer with the President of the Board of Trade on the 
subject, but that he hopes to do so at an early date. 
Lam, &e. 
(Signed) B. GoRst. 





© Copy to Admiralty and Bowrt of Tendo, Septewber 30, 12 
1 Copy to Admiralty, aad Bonn of rade, Vetolwr 9, 1908, 





6 
No. 55. 
Foreign Office to Chamber af Shipping of the United Kingdom, 


Bir, Foreign Office, October 19, 1905, 
WITH reference to the letter from this Office of the 11th instant, I am directed 
hy the Marquess of Lansdowne to state that he is now conferring with the President 
of the Board of Trade on the subject of the various questions raised by your Chamber 
in connection with the administration of the Suez Canal. His Lordship fears, how: 
ever, that it will be impossible for him to make any definite statemeut of the viows of 
His Majesty's Government before the merting of the Executive Council of your 
Chamber on the 26th instant. 
Tam, &e 
(Signed) . GORST. 





No. 56. 


Association of Chambers of Commerce of the United Kingdom 40 the Marquess of 
Lansdowne.*—{ Received October 28,) 


Parliament Mansions, Victoria Street, London, 
My Lord, October 21, 1906, 
I AM desired by the Executive Council to forward the following Resolution, 
which was adopted at the recent autusnnal meeting of this Association, held at Lidge, 
in Belgium, respecting the Suez Canal Regulations 


“ That this Association asks that the influence of the For eign Office and the 
Board of Trade may be exerted with the Suez Canal Company, with the object of 
re-establishing the status yuo ante in the matter of partially inelosed spaces, which form 
no art of the registered toonago of the vestl, provided that no cargo he carved in 
those spaces, and which are used only occasionally for the storage of cargo; also that 
this Associntion urges that the owners of all classes of British shipping making uso of 
the Canal should be adequately represented on the London Committee 


‘The Executive Couneil wish me to point out that, on the Sd April last, wo 
forwarded to your Lordship Memorial on this subject, which was formally ackuow. 
edged: They: ho t the matter may continue to recive the attention of Hix 
Majesty's Govern and that they may be favoured with a reply to the Memorial, 
indicating what action, if any, the Government is disposed to take in support of the 
proposals contained in the Resolution, 

T have, &, 
(Bigned) EDWARD W, PITHEAN, Secretory, 


Sir ©. A. Hartley and Sir J, Wolfe Barry to the Marquess of Lansdowne, —(Received 
November 28.) 


My Lord, Westoninater, SIV, November 26, 1905, 
IN view of our nomination many yenrs ago by Her Inte Majesty's Government 
At the initiative of the Suez Canal Company as British Represotitatives on. the 
International Technical Commission of the Suez Canal, and, respeotfully referring to 
the correspondence which passed between your Lordship and ourselves on the 16th 
and 19th June, 1903, on the subject of our counection with that Commission, we have 
ow the honour to state that, desiring after our long term of service to retire from our 
positions as British Delegates on the Commission, we consider it incumbent on us to 
inform your Lordship of our intention before sending in our resignations to the 
‘Suez Canal Company. 
We desire further to st for your Londship’s information, that when we tender 
our resignations we shall gladly take advantage of the opportunity of expressing to 


© Oopy wo Board of Trade, October 26, 1905, 





the President and Directors of the Company our high appreciation of the unvarying 
ourtesy which has been shown to us by them, and by all our colleagues ou the 
‘Technical Commission, as well as by the officers of the Company, and also of 
acknowledging the careful cousideration which has been to any views 
which we have from time to time ventured to lay before the Commission, especially 
with regard to the necessity for executing with all possible dispatch the widening and 
deepening of the great international waterway in order to keep pace with the ever 
increasing requirements of trade. 
We may perkiaps be permitted to put on record with regard to widening that 
(1) the Canal has been widened throughout its entire length from 22 metres (73 feet) 
in 1886 to 37 metres (121 feet) in 1598, and hns since been provided with ten 
supplementary sidings or “ gares” for the use of vessols of large beam, (2) that within 
the next five years it is intended to widen the southern portion of the Canal from 
| Ferdane, which is situated 33 miles from Port Said, to Sues (a dista 53 miles), 
om its present width of 37 metres (121 feet) to a width of 45 metres (148 feet), and 
a commencement of this work has been made. 
With respect to deopening, a matter of even greater importance, it may he noted 
(2) that during the past nineteen years the Canal has been deepened (largely, we think, 
in consequence of our persistent demands) from S metres (264 fect) to Df metres 
(304 feet) in 1905, (2) that the present intention of the Company is to further deepen 
the Canal throughout its entire length within the next five years to a depth of 
10} metres (84) fect), or sufficient to pormit of the safe passage of vessels having & 
draught of 81 feet. 
We have, &e. 
(Signed) CHAS. A. HARTLEY 
J, WOLPE BARRY 





No, 58, 
Foreign Office to Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom. 


Sir, Foreign Office, November 30, 1905, 

LAM directed by the Marquess of Lansdowne {o state that his Lordship has 
given most caroful consideration in consultation with the Board of Trade (o the various 
matters rolating to the Suez Canal upon which the joint deputation from your 
Chamber and the Liverpool Steam-ship Owners’ Association waited upoo him on the 
9th February last 

With regard’ to the assesunent of deck spaces, it must be borne in mind that the 
Suex Canal Tonnage Rules were settled by an International Commission whieh met at 
Constantinople in 1878, They aro based on the same principles ax British tonn 
but differ in some important de ‘The Suex Canal Company have from titne to 
since 1873 granted Concessions in order to necure in some measure the recognition 

typor of ships. ‘These Concessions have sometimes been vague in their torms, a 
builders and owners have no doubt taken full advantage, with the result that the 
Company have again and again modified or withdrawn them. As you are aware, an 

rangement was arrived at in November 1004 between the Roard of Trade and the 

Company which provides not only what, in the Board's opinion, is an equitable deduction 
for covered-in spaces necessary fo protect vital parts of the ships, but n clearly worded 
agreomeut for future guidance, 

With regard to the appropriation of Canal profits to the reduction of dues, 1 am 
to state that the London Agreement, or London Programme, of the 30¢h November, 1883, 
in the settlement of which Her Majesty's Government took no part, consists of a series 
of proposed Concessions on the part of M. de Lesseps, and the preamble shows that 
the twelve points which form the substance of the Arrangement were merely to 
“constitute the views desirable for thé future administration of the Suez Canal.” 

Whatever the character of thie understanding may have been, the London 
Committee were consulted in 1900 by the President of the Suex Canal Company, both 
Committec and President being the representatives of the original parties to the 
tnderstanding, and thoy were nuanimous in considering that auch an onerous condition 
‘as that contained in Article $ of that Arrangement—viz,, that all net profits abore 
25 per cent. should be applied to the reduction of dues till. the Inter were reduced to 
5 fe, a ton—could not reasonably be maintained. ‘The solution accepted by the British 


a 


directors was that every fresh reduction of ‘Tariff should be preceded by an inet 
dividend. Lord Lansdowne is not prepared to hold that this solution was disadvantageous 
to British interests, for it affords an incentive to the Company, which would not have 
existed under the original arrangement, to make such improvements as will tend to 
increase the tonnage passing through the Canal. 

ith regard to the selection of the unofficial British directors, who are intended 
fo represent the shipping and mercantile interests of this country, Lord Lansdows 
agrees that the body known as the London Committee is not as closely in touch as 
might be desirable with the various branches of the shipping interest. He has been in 
unoficial communication with the Committee, but finds that the members, 1 
whom are important customers of the Canal, do not share this. view 
influence of His Majesty's Government on the Board of the Sucz Canal Company is, 
however, limited to the action of the three official directors ; and having regard, on the 
one hand, to the wide divergence of opinion which exists as to the merits of t 
And, on the other, to the fact that His Majesty's Government have no special me 

ng the action of the Board, his Lordship docs not fe 
matter further. 


in pursuing the 


Lam, &e, 
{(Signed) #, GORST. 


—————— 


No. 59, 
Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom to Foreign Ofice—(Received December 5 


5, Whittington Avenue, Leadenhall Street, London, 
Sir, December 4, 1905. 
1 BEG to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 80th ultimo, convey 

Lord Lansdowne’s views in regard to the various matters relating to the Suoz Ch 

mpany, which the joint deputation from this Chamber and the Liverpool Stean- 
ship Owners’ Association had the honour af laying before his Lordship on th 
{th February last, and I have to inform you that your letter under acknowledginent 
shall be laid before the next meeting of the Executive Council of this Chamber for 
their consideration. 

Lam, &o, 
(Signed) W. HL COOKE, 


Secretary. 


0, 80, 
The Marquess of Lansdowne to Sir C. A. Harlley and Sir J. Wolfe Barry. 


Gentlemen, Foreign Office, December , 19085. 

I HAVE received your letter of the 25th ultimo, in which you express a desire, 
after many years' service on the Technical Commission of the Suex Canal, to tender 
your resignations, 

His Majesty's Government, while regretting your decision, in view of the loss 
which such a stop will cause to the ‘Technical Commission, desire mo to axpress to you 
their full appreciation of your unwearying energy, and of the improvements which 
have boon mado in the Sucz Canal during your tenure of office. 

I gladly avail myself of this opportunity to thank you for the valuable soryices 
which you have rendered during a long period of office, and for the energy and 

With which you have performed your duties 
Tam, &e. 
(Signed) LANSDOWNE. 











British Suez Canal Directors to the Marquess of Lansdowne.—( Received December 9.) 


Qo, 2 Commercial.) 
iy Lord Paris, December 0, 1905 
WE have the honour to transmit herewith to your Lordship a copy of a letter 
gidressed to the Secrotary of the Treasury by Sir Henry Austin Lee, Resident Director 
f) Paris, with regard to the sums due for dividend and interest on the 2nd January 
next in respect of the Suez Canal shares, the property of His 
We have, &c. 
(For the British Directors), 
(Signed) HL AUSTIN LEE 


————— ee 


Tnclosure in No. 61 


Sir H. Austin Lee to Treasury. 


Paris, December 6, 1905. 
dance with the instructions laid down in the Treasury Minute of the 
18th December, 1804, I have the honour to inform you that the nett amount of the 
dividend and interest payable on account of the 2 
shares and “ Actions de Jouissan held by His Majesty’s Government in the Suez 
Canal Company will 5 fr., made up as follows 
Pre 


170,584 capital shares wt of 
6015" Actions de Jouiswance ” nt 42 fr 


Total 
‘This umount will be romitted to Messrs. Rothsehitd, of London, for payment to 
His Majesty's Government on the 2nd January next, and I’ shall be glad to receive, in 
due course, the receipts in the form prescribed, for transmission to, the Suez Canal 
Company, which are herewith inclosed for your signature. 


Tam, &e. 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LEE. 


SS _ SEE 
No, 62. 
British Suez Canal Directors to. Sir Edward Grey.*—(Received December 23,) 


No. 24, Commercial.) 
§ Paris, December 22, 1905. 


ir 
WITH reference to our despatch No. 2, Commercial, of the 13th January last, 
addressed to the Marquess of Lansdowne, we have the honour to transmit herewith 
200 copies of the new edition of the Rules for the Navigation of the Suez Canal.} 
‘These copies are intended for use from the Ist January next, and are to be 
substituted for those previously issued by the Company. 
‘ec have, &o. 


(For the British Directors), 
(Signed) H. AUSTIN LEE. 


Copies to Admiralty aod Board of Trade, December 28, 1905. 





